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to bring them back home. They were stranded. The Ken-
tucky farmer with his tobacco, the cotton farmer down South,
and the manufacturer of this land with his products are
stranded now. Let us afford them some relief, too. They do
not ask you to send money over there to aid them; but they
are stranded, just as many of the rich Americans abroad at the
time of the outbreak of the war were stranded. They were
worth their millions, but they could not get a dollar, just like
our farmers have got their hogshead upon hogshead of tobacco
and their bale upon bale of cotton, but can not sell it for the
price of production, and the manufacturers of this land, with
their thousand upon thousand of orders from all the world.
They are stranded. Do not let us make flesh of one and fowl
of the other.

When we sent ships abroad that gave this relief, it did not
call forth the great cry of Government ownership.

Why, Mr. President, the fact is that when these Senators cry
out that this bill will be a failure, that is exactly what the
Shipping Trust does not believe. If they did, they would be
for this bill more strongly than I am. If I could assure Wall
Street that this measure would result in a failure and loss
to the people of the United States, I could raise $20,000,000
to-morrow in order to aid in the passage of this bill, but that
is the very thing they do not believe. What they fear is that
it will be a great success; they are afraid that it will drive
monopoly off the sea and free the ocean from its piracy. That
is what they are afraid of—nothing more.

Mr, President, the people of this country are aroused to the
great importance of this issue. The people of Kentucky are
aroused. They are for this measure, and they want to see it
passed.

To my Democratic friends who have seen proper to bolt
their party caucus, to refuse to act with their party after it
has registered its decree, I am here to beg them to return to
the Democratic Party. Come back. * There is a vacant chair
awaiting there; arise and say you will come.” It is the party
that has honored you; it is the party that has lived for more
than a hundred and thirty years; and it is a party so great that
no man and no set of men with their betrayal can destroy it.
It will live on. I beg these Senators to remember that the
smiles upon the other side of this Chamber would not play
across their countenances if it were not for the fact that they
see in this breach between the Democrats upon this side their
only hope of success.

I am not going to be unkind or going to say bitter things to
any of the Democratic Senators who have left our party on this
question, because I can see plainly written across their once
smiling countenances the furrows of regret, and whenever they
have further time to think of thi: question they will come back,
I hope, to the Democratic Party.

But, Mr. President, above everything, if this bill must go
down, if this great constructive measure must fail, if this must
be the first defeat for the greatest President who has occupied
that chair in 50 years, if he must fall and above his body the
wild shouts of a triumphant Republican Party shall rise, I do
pray God that I may be spared the humiliation of -reaching
down to pull from his body a dagger bearing the impress of the
hand of a Kentucky Senator.

RECESS.

Mr. CLARKE of Arkansas. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. CLARKE of Arkansas. I move that the Senate take a
recess until Monday next at 12 o’clock noon.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o'clock and 25 minutes
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until Monday, February 8, 1915,
at 12 o’clock meridian.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Frmay, February 5, 1915.

" The House met at 11 o'clock a. m.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Our Father who art in heaven, once more in faith and con-
fidence we apprcach Thee in prayer. Make us, we beseech Thee,
tractable,” that we may be led by the holy spirit of truth to
a faithful and conscientious disposition of every duty devolving
upon us, so that when we are called upon to leave this existence
men shall rise up and call us blessed, and, above all, that we
may have Thine approval, which will be more blessed than all
things else. This we ask in the name of Him who taught us
faith, virtue, love, and good will to all men. Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap-
proved.

MILITARY ACADEMY BILL.

Mr. HAY, chairman of the Committee on Military Affairs,
by direction of that committee, reported the bill (H. R. 21328)
making appropriations for the support of the Military Academy
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1916, and for other purposes,
which was read a first and second time and, with accompany-
ing papers, ordered printed and referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union. (H. Rept. 1369.)

Mr., MANN reserved all points of order on the bill.

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R. 20975, the
naval appropriation bill.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee moves that

the House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on

the state of the Union for the further consideration of the
naval appropriation bill.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the
gh?le House on the state of the Union, with Mr. Hay in the

air,

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration
of the naval appropriation bill, of which the Clerk will read
the title. .

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 20975) making appropriations for the naval service fi
the flscal year ending June 80.g 131?3. g.nd for other purposes, Ay

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the
chairman of the committee a question. I have no desire to
make any speech in a general way. I am going to offer a sub-
stitute for a paragraph in the bill, and I would like to ask
whether it is contemplated that there will be any extra time
devoted to debate more than is allowed ordinarily under the
five-minute rule? I am not asking for if, but it was done, I
think, a year or two years ago.

Mr. PADGETT
times there has been a little debate, and then a liberal discus-
sion under the five-minute rule. I have no desire to hold down
hard and fast under the rule, but I am willing fo allow a
liberal debate under the five-minute rule,

Mr. SLAYDEN. That is perfectly satisfactory to me.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will proceed with the reading
of the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

INCREASE OF THE NAVY.

That for the purpose of further increasing the Naval Establishment
of the United States the President s hereby authorized to have con-
structed two first-class battleships, carrying as heavy armor and as
powerful armament as any vessel of their class, to have the highest
practicable speed and greatest desirable radius of actlon, and to cost,
exclusive of armor and armament, not to exceed $7,800,000 each,

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer a substitute for the
paragraph that has just been read. -

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amend-
leent t’o strike out the word “two” and insert the word

our.’

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment by Mr. SLAYDEX :

On page 64 of the bill, under “ Increase of the Navy,” lines 2 to 8,
inclusive, strike out the provision for two first-class battleships and
insert in lleu of the provislon for the same the following :

“ Three submarines of seagolng type, to have a surface s of not
less than 20 knots, at a total cost not exceeding $1,600, each, and
30 submarines of coast-defense type, at a total cost not exceeding

65,000 each, and the sum of $10,000,000 Is hereby appropriated for
sald purposes, to be available until expended.”

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman will state it.

Mr. PADGETT. I want to reserve a point of order against
the amendment.

Mr. MANN. What is this amendment a substitute for?

Mr. SLAYDEN. For the parzgraph at the top of page 64.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amend-
ment, but I will allow the chairman of the committee to.first
discuss his point of order to the amendment of the gentleman
from Texas.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Tennessee make
or reserve the point of order?

Mr. PADGETT. I will reserve the point of order.

Mr. MANN. If one of them is subject to a point of order, the
other is.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chalrman, I will ask the Chair to recog-
nize me to offer an amendment as a member of the committee.

The practice has varied somewhat. Some- .
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The CHATIRMAN. The Chair will recognize the gentleman to
perfect the paragraph, but the gentleman is not now in order
because the gentleman from Tennessee has reserved a point of
order. ;

Mr. HOBSON. Then I will wait until the point of order is
disposed of.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I regret to say that parlia-
mentary law per se has never appealed to me as an en
branch of study. I am almost ashamed to admit that I am not
familiar with the rules, and I doubt if I have ever read them
through. They do not appeal to me particularly; but the sub-
stitute for this paragraph which I propose is in the interest of
economy, and if my motion should prevail it would, in my judg-
ment, give us a much more effective Navy, a Navy certainly
immeasurably better for defensive purposes and, I believe, a
much more effective anggressive Navy; and, moreover, I believe
it is in order because it proposes a saving.

As I have figured it out, and I think with approximate accu-
racy, the adoption of the substitute for the paragraph on the
top of page 64 which I offer will result in saving to the Treasury
$5,116,227.50, to which might be added, as a consolation to gen-
tlemen who possibly would regret the giving up of these majestic
but useless battleships, a greater security for the people. There
can be no question, in view of what has happened within the
last 60 days and what is happening every day, that the weak
point of the Navy of the United States and of some other navies
of the world, which I will forego mentioning, is an insufficient
supply of submarines.

No vessel of war, no implement of war, has grown more
steadily and I may say more rapidly into complete effectiveness.
The fact is that the activity of the German submarine at this
hour has terrified the greatest navel power on earth as maval
powers have heretofore been reckoned. That Government which
has sailors of rarc skill, men of unimpeachable courage, backed
up by resources almost unmatched by any other Government
on earth, has been to some degree paralyzed by the activity
and the intelligent handling of the German submarines. A
few days ngo these submarines turned their attention from
acts of hostility directed at war vessels to the merchant ves-
sels of Great Britain, and, Mr. Chairman, in that connection
I would like to call attention to some publications anent that
new phase of this great and horrible war. Of course these are
newspapers which are the source of my information, but none
of us has any better sources of information except, perhaps,
the great departments of the Government, and we must rely on
that common source of information open to all of the people of
the country. I mention that fact because some gentlemen may
impeach the authority:

A London dispatch states that the recent destructive ralds by Ger-
man submarines in the Irish Bea, following bold and extensive opera-
tions in the North Sea, the Channel, and off the north coast of Ireland,
has convinced .the British that no waters, no port even, is quite safe
from Germany's submersible destroyers. Lloyd's insurance on coast-
wise traffic jumped at a bound from 5 to 15 per cent. It is reported
that a German submarine was observed in the Irish Sea 18 miles from
Liverpool yesterday morning.

That is from the New York Sun of a very recent date. The
same paper in an editorial says: .

WHAT DEFENSE AGAINST THE SUBMARINE?

By sinking two British merchantmen in the Irish Sea the German
naval authorities have agaln disclosed the high state of practicability
to which they have develo the submarine boat. The exploiis of
the T-21 prove that Conan Doyle was not a dreamer when he predicted
exactly such attacks on England's ocean-borne commerce, and that
Admiral von Tirpitz when last December he sugg the starvation of
England by the ctlon of her ships off her own coast was revealing
a plan, and not speculating as to a possibility. 5

The New York Commercial, of February 1, says:

A BUB}I:ARINE BLOCKADE,

Like a flash of lightning out of a blue sky came the news that a
German submarine captu and sank two and probably three British
merchant vessels almost at the mouth of Liverpool Harbor,

Mr, Chairman, within the last week there has been dis-
cussion in the English press, echoes of which have been
cabled to this country, to the effect that people living up the
Mersey from Liverpool are apprehensive that there may be
a raid from these German submarine boats.

The OHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
has expired. .

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection?

There was no objection. .

Mr. BSLAYDEN. The New York World says:

THE SUBMARINE'S LATEST.
The presence in the Irish Sea of a powerful German s 80O

ubmarine,
miles by the most direct route from its nearest base, is one of the most
significant developments of the war, If one hostile undersea boat can

invade waters that are practically a British lake and cx
the mouth of the L[arae{,.uothers may be expected to follow { ple.

While it is hardly to expected that the Germans will be able Fiy;
away to execute Admiral von Tirpitz's threat to cut off Great Britain's
food supply by this means, there can be no doubt that Saturday’s raid

uts the ter part of the United Kingdom's commeree upon warning.

enceforth the ocean lanes between New York and Liverpool, no matter
how well patrolled they may be in midocean, will present dangers
adjacent to the British coast that can ot be ignored.

Mr, Chairman, I do not want to abuse the patience of the
House, but I have submitted an amendment, in the nature of a
substitute for this paragraph at the top of page 64, which will
effect a very material saving to the Treasury, and that will effect
a saving which will run up into millions and which, if agreed
to, will, in my judgment, add very largely to the security of
this country.

Mr. SHERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SLAYDEN. Yes.

Mr, SHERWOOD. How much saving does the gentleman esti-
mate it will make?

Mr. SLAYDEN. Between five and six million dollars. From
the defensive point of view of the submarine, I am going to
quote a line or two from the testimony of that great man, Ad-
miral Fletcher, whose splendid poise, whose calm judgment,
whose patience under trying circumstances, and whose skill in
handling delicate relations with another people have given him
a high place in the estimation of the people of this country.
He says:

The use of the submarine with Its torpedoes In warfare may
designated as a weapon of ngr;:rtunlty. the oﬂ
its use it is formidabie and tructive, but a sk
permit the opportunity to occur.

Possibly not, Mr. Chairman, but one of the most skillful
enemies in the history of naval warfare has not been able to
overcome the opportunity. The submarine makes its own oppor-
tunity. Admiral Fletcher says, in reply to a gquestion by Mr.
BurtLEr, of Pennsylvania, a member of the committee:

It Is very effectlve for the protection of a port or harbor if ships
attempt to enter that plart or_to lie off the port and to obstruct tge
commerce of the port. It is tprobnhle that a fleet would not be able to
do that effectively unless protected against submarines,

Elsewhere in this testimony—I have not the time to quote it—
Admiral Fletcher says that there has not yet been found any,
effective protection against submarines, although he anticipates
it will develop in time, and perhaps it may. No one can tell
what is in the lap of the gods.

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SLAYDEN. I have only two or three minutes, but I will
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GARDNER. Admiral Fletcher says nlso:

The use of the submarine with s torpedoes in warfare may be des-
ignated as a weapon of opportunity. If the ol?&urtunity occurs for its
use it |s formidable and destructive, but a skillful enemy need not per-
mit the opportunity to occur.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I have read just precisely
that statement of the admiral, and I can not yield time to the
gentleman to repeat what I had already stated to the House.
Admiral Fletcher says in reply to a question from Mr. BUTLER:

No; they [the enmyt}]would not pretend to land in the presence of
the submarines, unless they had assurance that they had secured a safe
place of operation where submarines could not attack them.

Mr. Chairman, that seems to me to be a confession of the
enormous superiority of these weapons. Speaking of conditions
in the Spanish War, Admiral Fletcher says:

The fleet would not have attempted a close blockade, It would have
mnboimpmtimble to do it that way with effective submarines in the

He also says:

Submarines could be effectively used against a close blockade. The
fleet may have been off 100 miles from the harbor, and yet have been in
a position to intercept the S8panish fleet when it came out.

Mr. Chairman, I have not time to quote further from the tes-
timony of this great admiral of our Navy. I wish I had, be-
cause I think his testimony sustains the contention that I
make. I believe that this amendment will help to secure for
our Navy the greatest engines of war that have ever been de-
vised, and at the same time will make an important saving to
the Treasury. Right now it is impossible for us to tell how
soon it may happen that the relative naval rank of the nations
may change. In 24 hours, as I said the other day, we may be-
come the greatest navy in the world, even measured in terms
of dreadnaughts.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
has again expired.

Mr. FOSTER. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent thag
his time be extended for one minute in order that I may ask
him a question.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

terror to
exam
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rtunity occurs for
ul enemy need not
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Mr. FOSTER. I notice the gentleman’s amendment provides
for the cost of these submarines at $3,340,000 each?

Mr. SLAYDEN. Oh, no. Mr. Chairman, I ask the Clerk to
again report the amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will again
report the amendment.

There was no objection, and the Clerk again reported the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Tennessee still
reserve the point of order?

Mr. PADGETT. I do not think it is germane to this para-

graph.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Tennessee make
the point of order?

Mr. PADGETT. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Inasmuch as the paragraph beginning
line 12, page 64. deals with the question of submarines and the
paragraph to which the substitute has been offered deals with
the question of first-class battleships, the Chair is of the opinion
that the amendment is not germane, and the Chair -ustains the
point of order.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, inasmuch as this substitute
which I propose was ruled out on the point of order, I would
like to be informed by the Chair whether or not it may be
properly reintroduced in the next paragraph but one?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks so.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amendment
to the paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN., The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

line 4, after the word * constructed,” strike out the
word y two B and insert the word “ four.”

Mr. HOBSON. Ar. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani-
mous consent to proceed for 10 minutes. Is there objection?
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr, HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, my amendment is offered for
the purpose of having the bill make adequate provision.on a
minimum bagis for our national defense., I am sure that in the
present disturbed condition of the world every proposition
bearing upon our naval program will meet the very careful
and earnest consideration of all Members. I desire very briefly
to point out the reasons why this amendment is on the mini-
mum bhasis. We have vast vital interests that are exposed;
larger interests than any other country in the world; in fact,
about the equivalent of the exposed interests of all other coun-
tries combined. By “exposed” I mean interests within gun-
shot of the water. Furthermore, those interests of ours are

more exposed than similar interests of any other country. We
are not a military people. We are a nonmilitary people. We
have no great mobile army; other nations have. If other na-

tions get control of the sea, they can strike us without any
appreciable resistance on our part. I do not mean to say that
in our vital mainland that they could permanently maintain a
base, but what I do say is that they could make what is known
as “ raids " without serious opposition; and a raid in the region
of New York, or, say, within 150 or 200 miles of New York,
or two or three raids simultaneously, could not possibly be
resisted by the available military forces we have. The enemy
could levy tribute upon more than half of all the wealth of the
Nation. Now, to imagine they would not levy tribute, would be
simply to fly in the face of history and of current events, Then
the enemy could retire with his tribute, and we would have no
possible chance to strike back at him. Moreover, when he re-
tired, he would have destroyed the plants of our shipyards,
navy yards, arsenals, and the factories for military sup-
plies, and put us in such a position that for months, if not
years, we would be unable to make the pregaration necessary
_to prosecute a war to a successful termination. As to our out-

Iying possessions, the Philippines, Hawaii, Alaska, the Panama
Canal, Cuba, Porto Rico, an enemy in control of the sea can
seize and permanently occupy these without serious resistance,
Therefore I lay down this as fundamental: Being thus de-
fenseless, having such vast values exposed, America can not
afford permanently to live in a status where a military nation
of Europe, having a great standing army all ready, has control
of the sea.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Will the gentleman yield for an intem:p—
tion?

Mr. HOBSON. Certainly.

Mr. SLAYDEN. The gentleman has just stated that our sea-
coast cities—he did not use the phrase, but I understood him

to mean that—are utterly defenseless in the pjesence of a raid
of an enemy's fleet. Admiral Fletcher says that the present
forts, supplemented by mines, are expected to be able to prevent
any fleet from bombarding New York. How does the gentleman
reconcile that difference of opinion?

Mr. HOBSON. If the gentleman would study the plans
worked out by the War College as to how an attack would be
made on New York City or farther down the coast, he would
find that an enemy would not have to stand up and bombard
New York City. He would land one or more Army corps on
Long Island and on the coast of New Jersey and approaeh
New York from the rear,

Mr. GARDNER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOBSON. I will be glad to, but I want to say if my time
is thus taken up I shall have to ask an extension.

Mr. SLAYDEN. I shall ask an extension for the gentleman.

Mr. HOBSON. Certainly; I will yield.

Mr, SLAYDEN. I want to call the attention of the gentle-
man to another statement of Admiral Fletcher. Mr. BATHRICK
asked him the question if an enemy would be likely to approach
a harbor if they knew submarines were located there, and Ad-
miral Fletcher answered no; so, according to the opinion of
Admiral Fletcher, who is a fair authority on naval matters, I
supposed we had adequate defense.

Mr. HOBSON. The gentleman, of course, is aware of the
fact that the Germans have submarines in the English Channel,
and yet the English troops have been landing in France without
interference and British transports are continually passing
without hesitation. I now yield to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. GARDNER. Has not there been evidence in the last two
or three days before the fortifications committee tending to
show that New York can be bombarded?

Mr. HOBSON. I understand that it can, and I believe that it
can.

Mr. GARDNER. And did not Admiral Fletcher's evidence
show that he was unaware of the fact that foreign superdread-
naughts were now carrying guns which outranged the guns on
our seacoast defenses?

Mr. HOBSON. I do not know as to that. I do know that the
standard coast-defense 12-inch gun of disappearing type was never
built with carriages for long ranges, such as would be chosen
in a bombardment. These short-range guns are the types upon
which we now chiefly depend for our coast defenses.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I lay it down, and it can not be disputed
successfully, that as a living policy, a status of defense for
this Nation, as a permanent policy, we can not safely permit
any great military nation of Europe that has a great standing
army and has a vast merchant marine supplying transportation,
and therefore always ready to have what is known as the control
of the sea between its shores and ours. We could not strike
them back if we had control of the sea, because we would have
no Army, and che fleet alone can not go ashore, but if they
have control of the sea they can strike us almost instantly with-
out any chances of resistance on our part. The same principle
applies to the Pacific Ocean. We can not safely permit a nation
in Asia that Is a great military nation, with a vast standing
army available and a merchant marine ready for transporta-
tion, to be in control of the sea in that ocean. Now, then,
these oceans are so far apart that we can not permit this condi-
tion to exist in either ocean. Therefore a single-fleet Navy will
not answer. We must maintain as a living proposition a fleet
in the Pacific Ocean superior to the navy of Japan and a fleet in
tha Atlantic Oceon superior to the navy of Germany, both at
the same time.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the Panama Canal is not a sea-level
canal like the Suez Canal, and there is a question whether the
Suez Canal is going to remain permanently open even when it
is under the protection of a nation in control of the sea. If
we are in control of the sea, troops can not land on the Panama
Canal. We may be able to give it such protection as to insure
its integrity so that when occasion permits and the strategy
demands we may then be able to concentrate our two fleets and
get the superiority that will insure us the victory. But we can
not depend upon it. Having no great standing army there, if
an enemy gets control of the sea he will soon control the
Panama Canal, Of course, we might destroy the locks before
we surrender it, but then it would be out of use for us as well as
for the enemy.

Therefore I lay it down as a fundamental principle of self-
preservation that this Nation to-day ought to establish its naval
strength on the basis of being equal to the navy of Germany
and of Japan combined.

Mr. MONTAGUE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOBSON. Certainly.
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Mr. MONTAGUE. Why would you limit the equality to Ger-
many? Why not to England? :

Mr. HOBSON. I am coming to that now, if the gentleman
will permit.

Mr. Chairman, the war in Europe has brought out certain
matters of cardinal importance in their bearing upon our
national defense.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Alabama
has expired.

Mr. SLAYDEN, Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman be permitted to proceed for five minutes, .

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, it is clear that if a belligerent
of Europe has undisputed control of the sea, that belligerent
will ecurtail the rights of neutrals in time of war. America is
the chief of all the neutrals of the world. You might call her a
chroniec neutral. The nations of Europe are chronic belliger-
ents. -In the interest of our own commerce it is clear that we
can not conduct that commerce and expand it in time of war
when the European nations are belligerent and when one of the
belligerents has undisputed control of the sea. In the years to
come it will be realized more and more as a result of this war
that a chronic belligerent ean not in justice to all the neutrals,
can not in justice to the weak nations of the world, can not in
justice to the cause of general peace—whose commerce ought
not to be entirely dislocated when war exists—be safely in-
trusted with the undisputed control of the high seas. With such
control it is clear that not only a belligerent can overthrow
what otherwise would be peaceful over-sea commerce of its
enemies, but it can overthrow the peaceful commerce of neutrals.
The English undisputed control of the sea to-day not only is
tending to throttle Germany, but it is tending to prevent the
development of America and her over-sea commerce.

Now, Mr. Chairman, we can not ignore a fact that this war
has brought out. The Anglo-Japanese alliance is offensive and
defensive. No matter where the war may take place, such is
the case. Now, Mr. Chairman——

Mr. PADGETT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOBSON. Will the gentleman help me to get a little
more time in case I yield?

Mr. PADGETT. No; I do not think so.

Mr. HOBSON. Then I will go ahead.

Mr. Chairman, one of those nations would have undisputed
control of the sea, The other would have a great army, and
the one would have the bases for operation right along our
shores and contiguous to our own frontier. In addition to these
vital interests affected fundamentally, there is the Monroe doc-
trine, which is a permanent part of our international policy.
though not accepted by international law. The American people
are going to maintain in the Western Hemisphere the principle
of protecting the weak people of this hemisphere against the
oppression of the strong military nations of Europe, and main-
tain the principle of equal opportunity in trading with this
hemisphere—fair chance and no favor.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Chairman——

Mr. HOBSON. I have had to decline to yield to one col-
league, and I must do the same with my friend.

Likewise in the Pacifie——

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOBSON. The gentleman knows that I have declined
to yield.

Mr. MANN. I was going to ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman might have a little more time.

Mr. HOBSON. Pardon me, then.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, how soon does the gentleman’s
time run out?

The CHATRMAN. In one minute.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the gentleman from
Alabama have 10 minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from Alabama may proceed
for 10 minutes more. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.

Mr. HOBSON. Now I will be very glad to yield to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. PADGeTT].

Mr. PADGETT. The question I want to ask you is, if I re-
member correctly, several years ago the question of the alliance
between Japan and England came up, and at the request of Eng-
land Japan consenfed to a modification of that alliance agree-
ment whereby the United States was excepted from its oper-
ations?

Mr. HOBSON. And I remember very well, Mr. Chairman,

that also not very long ago, since the period to which the gen- |

tleman refers, when the gquestion of our relations with Japan
over the matter of land-ownership bills passed by the Legis-
lature of California was cleared up, and cverything was
straightened out, the English papers distinetly stated how re-
lieved they were to find it so. They said, in effect, that if
trouble had come they would have felt the obligations of their
alliance.

Now I yield to the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
first to me for a moment at that point? >

Mr. HOBSON. Yes.

Mr. PADGETT. It was the California dispute that called
for a revision of the treaty of alliance, and England asked for
the revision because of the California dispute?

Mr. HOBSON. Yes; and it was felt—the feeling was ex-
pressed—that they were happy that the relations had not be-
come more strained between America and Japan, because of
the obligations of their alliance.

Now I yield to the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. BARKLEY. My question was prompted largely by the
question propounded by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
Papcerr]. What I desired the gentleman to explain was
whether he had any basis for the statement that there was an
alliance between England and Japan, both offensive and de-
fensive, that applied to the United States?

Mr. HOBSON. Well, I can state it in the terms of the
treaty. If the gentleman will read the treaty he will find
that its words specify cooperation in upholding common inter-
ests in the Far East. Now, I am coming to that in the next
minute, and I will show how the treaty will apply, irrespective
of all other considerations, because * interests” are now being
affected.

Mr. BARKLEY. If it be true, then, that Japan and England
are in an alliance that will require England to come to the
assistance of Japan in case of war with the United States,
whoever might bring on the war, does not the gentleman think
it would be well for us to build a series of several hundred
forts along the Canadian boundary line that might protect us
from invasion by Great Britain from Canada—along a boundary
line which has been unprotected for over a hundred years?

Mr. HOBSON. Well, I will say to the gentleman that I do
not think a series of forts spread along a 3,000-mile boundary
line would be any more effective or expedient than to build a
series of forts up and down the 3,000-mile coast line.

Mr. BARKLEY. Any more than a series of forts between
France and Germany, which could be avoided by the invasion
of Belgium?

Mr. HOBSON. Oh, no. To-day Japan has made 21 demands
upon China. We have not the power to interpellate the admin-
istration in this country, but we have the right to get informa-
tion. I nmow ecall on the Secretary of State to give to us and
to the people of America the substance of the 21 demands that
Japan has made upon China. What is the oceasion for making
these demands? Japan has occupied Kiaochow. When China
declared that the fighting was over at Kiaochow and abolished
the war zone, Japan said it was an unfriendly act. And now
Japan has opened up negotiations direct with China to deter-
mine the future development of the Chinese Empire, and Eng-
land has O. K’d Japan's demands, thus making community of
interest. When Japan went into Manchuria, to determine the
future development of Manchuria, the very next year we lost
$20,000,000 of our market for cotton goods, and we all know that
the system of distribution there gives the advantage to Japan.

Mr. Chairman, the fate of China and the open-door policy are
now hanging in the balance. The European nations that helped
to promulgate the open-door policy in China are now tied hand
and foot in Europe, It remains for America alone to maintain
the open-door policy, to safeguard the integrity of China and
the principle of a fair chance and no favor, the principle of
justice and right in the Far East, where we have vital interests
and have fundamental rights. We joined gladly in proclaiming
the open-door policy. It now devolves upon America, and
America alone, to say whether the open-door policy is to be a
discard forever, whether China is to become a vassal nation te
the necessary prejudice of our commerece throughout that whole
nation as we have suffered in Manchuria and Korea.

Now, then, what applies to-day will apply for years to come.
America has vital interests in the Far East. No one can deny
it. Ameriea can not sit still and see the Chinese Republic made
a vassal nation of a military monarchy.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Alabama yield
to the gentleman from Texas?

Mr. HOBSON. Certainly.
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Mr. SLAYDEN. Will the gentleman tell us how we are going
to prevent it if the Chinese reconcile themselves to such a situ-
ation? Are you going to shoot them into behaving?

Mr, HOBSON. The gentleman knows that the Chinese would
not reconcile themselves to the domination of any outside power
willingly. She yields to force, and she is compelled to yield
because she is not prepared to defend herself.

Now, Mr. Chairman, reviewing the first proposition, we mmust
have a Navy in the Atlantic equal to that of Germany and a
Navy in the Pacific equal to that of Japan; and, consequently,
we must have a total Navy equal to the combined navies of the
two countries.

Now for the second conclusion brought out by this war.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yleld
there?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Alabama yield
to the gentleman from Kentucky ?

Mr, HOBSON. Yes.

Mr. BARKLEY. If Japan and England have brought them-
selves into alliance, why do you limit the necessities of the
American Navy to being equal to the navy of Germany and the
navy of Japan and not make it equal in addition to the navy
of Great Britain?

Mr. HOBSON. I am coming to that. Mr. Chairman, the
march of history can not be set aside. America ¢an not eseape
her responsibilities, even if she would. As Members we may
temporarily ignore them here, but the mighty march of destiny
in the progress of civilization and the advance of the race is
going to demand that in the interests of humanity America
shall supplant Great Britain upon the high seas of the world.
[Applause.]

The present exigencies may involve the Monroe doctrine in
an acute stage in Mexico. We are not certain that after the
war is over, if Great Britain should be victorious, she would
consent to America’s continued paramountey in Mexico. Our
paramountey in Mexico under the Monroe doetrine and the
open-door policy and integrity of China are our settled foreign
policies. These foreign policies demand that America should
have a Navy as big as the navies of Great Britain and Japan
combined. In other words, instead of the British two-power
policy it must hereafter be an American two-power policy.

Mr. MONTAGUE. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman permit
me to ask him a question there?

Mr. HOBSON. Yes.

Mr. MONTAGUE. I want the gentleman’s practical opinion.
I am more interested in that than in his forecast of the policies
of nations.- How long will it take us to realize this vast com-
bination of units that the gentleman suggests, and what would
be the annual appropriations with which to reach it in any
approximate length of time?

Mr. HOBSON. I will now come to that. To start with, for
such a vast establishment as our Naval Establishment must be
there must be system. The money that we put in must be eco-
nomieally expended. There must be a proper organization.
Naval policy is a part of the great scheme of national defense;
the whole question of national defense must be determined by
adequate and scientific agencies. You may refuse to establish
a council of national defense while I am in Congress, but the
day will come when you will establish it. The Secretary of War
is already inaugurating an informal, irresponsible conference of
members of the Cabinet and chairmen of defense committees of
Congress—an admission of the need of such a council.

Mr, MONTAGUE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman pardon
me one suggestion?

Mr. HOBSON. Yes.

Mr, MONTAGUE. The gentleman accentuates with great
zeal the need of national defense, but if we are going to resist
the invasion of China by Japan, have we not embarked beyond
the realm of national defense and gone into the great theater
of international offense?

Mr. HOBSON. I think not. It is in the protection of our
vital interests in China, a protection that all the nations of
the world, including Japan, have actually pledged, protection
of the integrity of the Chinese Empire—a defense of China and
not an offense against Japan.

Mr. BARKLEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOBSON. In just a moment; then I shall have finished
my remarks and will answer any additional questions.

In addition to the investigation and scientific determination
of the great question of national defense we must have a simi-
lar coordination in the Navy Department. You may throw
out this bureau of strategy, so called, on a point of order, but
you will come, to it. The time is coming when you will be com-
pelled to have one.

{

Now, when we have established a council of national defense
and the office of chief of naval operations, then we can balance
our measures of defense, take the question out of politics, and
insure efficiency and economy in a businesslike way, like Ger-
many, Japan, and England. If these countries continue the
general programs they have followed for the last eight years,
our program each year will have to provide at least six capital
ships. It is on this basis that I am urging four dreadnaughts
and two battle cruisers in this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose the amend-
ment proposed by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Hossox],
although I do not for one moment imagine that this amend-
ment will be approved by this committee, because I know that
it ought not to be. I do not imagine that it will even be seri-
ously considered at this time, although it is offered in sincerity
by a very earnest gentleman of conviction who is well ac-
quainted with naval affairs. It is an additional pleasure to
say that it is offered by a gentleman for whom I have a fond-
ness, and I regret that he is so soon to leave the House.

Mr. Chairman, if we are going to fight, we have not sufficient
armament. If we are going to have peace, we have too much
armament. [Applause.] This Nation has never had a policy,
upon the subject of armament. If gentlemen will give me their
attention, I will endeavor to not tire them. I do not attempt to
persuade or convince anybody. This question involves morals
and not, in my judgment, economy, I would not think of econo-
mizing if it became absolutely necessary to increase our military,
in order to defend our national honor, but I do not think the
proposed increase necessary at this time. Althongh, as I repeat,
this Nation has never had a fixed policy upon naval develop-
ment, we have always hdd sufficient armament to protect our-
selves and keep us from harm. Permit me for a moment to
refer to myself. For many years I have endeavored to learn
what was the right position to take in the way of providing a
sufficient armament for the protection of our country, or what
is known as a national defense. I am glad to say that no politi-
cal division has ever shown itself in this House on this subject,
and it ought not. Parties in their platforms have from time to
time declared that we ought to have an adequate defense. What
is an adequate defense? I suppose it is one that defends. I
quite agree with the gentleman from Alsbama [Mr. Hossox]
that if we are to arm ourselves against all nations and against
all emergencies we are not now doing nearly as much in the way,
of preparation as we ought to do, but in my opinion if is
unnecessary at this time,

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman permit a
question?

Mr. BUTLER. Yes,

Mr. SLAYDEN. The gentleman spoke of agreeing with the
gentleman from Alabama in some respects. Does the gentles
man from Pennsylvania go with him so far as to think that we
ought to defend ourselves by invading the Asiatic danger zone?

Mr. BUTLER. Oh, no.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Does the gentleman think we ought to
have a navy large enough to police the world? 3

Mr. BUTLER. I do not. I would invade no territory——

Mr. SLAYDEN. That is satisfactory to me.

Mr., BUTLER. Unless it became necessary as a part of our
defense during an attack—positively no. i

Mr. SLAYDEN. That is the point of my question. Does the
gentleman believe it is necessary, in order to defend ourselves,
for us to go across the world and go into the Asiatic war zone
and into foreign questions?

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I am not enough of a military,
man to answer that gquestion, and I want to keep away, as far
as I can, from foreign complications. Bighteen years ago I
asked to be appointed a member of the Naval Affairs Committee
in order that I might prevent the coming of what I very greatly,
fear will come to us in the near future if we do not stay at
home and behave ourselves as we ought to do. [Applause.]

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Will the gentleman yield
for a question?

Mr. BUTLER. Yes.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. The gentleman is a mems-
ber of the Committee on Naval Affairs, and I should like to
get his views on this subject: Suppose—and I do not know
that it Is a very violent presumption—suppose we should wake
up some morning and find that there was a declaration of war,
against us by Japan. Will the gentleman explain how we
would defend the Pacific coast?

Mr. BUTLER. I would leave that to those who know better,
than I do. I want to answer the gentleman just as civilly as
I can.
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Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I want to know what your
theory is.

Mr:vBUTLER. Not being able to answer, because I do not
know, I will refer the gentleman to those who know better than
I do—the military men—but I have no fear of an attack from
Japan. 1 believe that we are thoroughly prepared for any
assault that Japan may make upon us. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. BUTLER. I ask for a little more time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks
unanimous consent that his time be extended five minutes. Is
there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr, HENSLEY. Will the gentleman yleld right there?

Mr. BUTLER. Of course I will.

Mr. HENSLEY. I have great respect for the opinion of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania, and I am desirous of knowing
whether or not he has heretofore subscribed to the doctrine
that preparedness is an insurance against war; and if so, how
he feels upon that proposition now, in the light of recent events?

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I am one with a bursted
theory [langhter], but I am thankful to God Almighty that I
am strong enough to admit my mistake. [Laughter and ap-
plause.] I never for one minute imagined that the civilized
nations of the world would be fighting to exterminate them-
selves, a8 they are now doing, but my theory has failed, and I
believe now, as I will until my mind changes, that nations pre-
pared to fight will fight. [Applause.] And the better their
preparation to fight the quicker they will go to it. [Laughter
and applause.]

However, I do not propose, as far as I am able and as far
as I can see light, to leave this country absolutely unprepared
and defenseless. We ask mno quarters from anybody. [Ap-
plause.] We are both independent and able. We are positively
willing at all times to provide for ourselves in our own way,
as this great body may see fit.

Mr. HENSLEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUTLER. I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HENSLEY. Does not the gentleman believe that this
great Government should take a more advanced stand and do
more toward bringing about pleasant relationship between other
countries, to the end that disarmament may be given to the
world, than it has done in the past?

Ar. BUTLER. Of course I do; I would rather visit than
fight any day. [Laughter.]

Mr. MILLER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BUTLER. In just a moment. I will confess in my
ignorance that I can not see distinctly. I am like a man walk-
ing in the dark; I do not know what is the best to do on the
present occasion in the direction of a national defense. I want
to do what is right, and as soon as I can see it then I am ready
for my share of responsibility. I am against any increase of
armament at this time above that which we usually provide
in time of peace, because I assume—I may be mistaken again
as I reckon with human nature and my knowledge of it—yet I
assume that after the present great war is over, when these
nations are bankrupt, when the people face the miseries of this
war, they will be willing to join with us in an agreement limit-
ing armament for a number of years; and if we can obtain that
concession we will have done more than civilization has done
since Christ appeared upon the earth. [Applause.]

I am not sure that I will then be a Member of this House;
but if T am and these present belligerents insist upon increasing
their armament, insist upon rebuilding the armament lost in the
present war and greatly increasing it, I will join with the
American people in increasing ours, because I think it will then
be necessary. But until that time comes, until we have an op-
portunity to make an honest effort with the belligerent nations
to reach such an agreement by which we will limit armament,
and thereby secure ourselves greater safety, I am unwilling to
increase our armament beyond that which we have usually pro-
vided. Therefore, if the amendment of the genfleman from
Alabama should prevail, it will be without my approval and
against my opposition. Now, I will yield to the gentleman from
Minnesota.

Mr. MILLER. My question was pertinent at the time I asked
the gentleman to yield, but it may not be now. Does the gentle-
man think when we are in the presence of an armed enemy we
ought to discontinue all preparations to protect ourselves against
any aggressive act?

Mr. BUTLER. I do not; but I do not think we are in the
presence of a hostile country.

Mr. MILLER. I did not say “ hostile.”

Mr. BUTLER. I do not think we are to be attacked. If I
did, I would join with the gentleman and all others in making
the necessary defense.

Mr. WITHERSPOON and Mr. GARDNER rose.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi is recog-
nized.

Mr. GARDNER. Mr, Chairman, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania has just spoken on the same side.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will recognize the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. WITHERSPOON].

Mr. GARDNER. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. GARDNER. Is it proper to recognize two gentlemen in
succession o speak in the negative of a proposition when some-
body arises to speak in the affirmative?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks it is within the dis-
cretion of the Chair. The Chair will recognize all gentlemen.

Mr. WITHERSPOON. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. GarpNer] is mistaken in saying that the
gentleman from Pennsylvania and I are on the same side. I
ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, to proceed for 10
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippl asks unan-
imous consent to proceed for 10 minutes. Is there objection?

Mr. GARDNER. Reserving the right to object, I call the
gentleman's attention to my statement, that on the pending
amendment the gentleman from Mississippi and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania are on the same side.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. WITHERSPOON. Mr. Chcirman, I want to address
the House solely for this reason: I want the House to be put
in possession of the facts. My service on the Naval Affairs Com-
mittee of four years has thoroughly convinced me that with a
great deal of study I know nothing about the Navy, and that
the only way in which a Member of this House can vote intelli-
gently upon the various questions that arise on this appropria-
tion bill is to get the facts from the only witnesses who know
the facts, and they are the naval officers.

In addressing the House a few days ago I reviewed the
statements of a number of naval officers who testified sub-
stantially that we already have a sufficient Navy, an adequate
Navy, to protect us against any attack by any nation on earth
except that of England.

I desire to speak this morning in order to call your atten-
tion to the testimony of another naval officer, a member of the
general board, a rear admiral of the Navy, Rear Admiral
Fiske. No man can take his testimony and study it and under-
stand it and believe that there is the slightest excuse for
another battleship. If you will give me the time, I will show
you that and disprove the necessity for any such appropriation
as this bill contains. IT.et me read you from page 1007 of the
hearings. He says: -

But there is cne serfovs fact about maval engagements, especiall
modern naval engagements, and that is that the victor comes ol
without very much injury.

The cause for that is mathematical. Say one nation has a slight
superiority in gunfire at the start, that puts the other fellow at a disad-
vantage. That increases, and it increases with aceumulative effect,

I published some tables about 10 years ago in the proceedings of
the Naval Institute to show how when two ﬁ)rces engaged with each
other, If one hit the other 10 times and the second one hit the first
one 9 times, in a comparatively short time the relation of those two
forces from that standpoint would be 2 to 1 instead of 10 to 9 and
it increases very rngldlﬁ after that. That explains why In the Battle
of Manila Bay, in the Battle of Santiago, the Battle of Tsushima, and
in the recent battle off the west coast of Chile, the victors came off
almost uninjured.

Mr. RoBerTs. It is a geometrical progression?
Admiral FIsKs. Yes.

Mark that. He tells you that where two naval forces oppose
eanch other with just a slight advantage in gunfire on one side,
where they stand at the beginning in point of power in the
relation of ten fo nine, that in a short time the result of hav-
ing a slight advantage in gunfire will reduce their relation to
two to one instead of ten to nine. That is his statement.
According to his testimony that is the fact, and I want to
apply that to the relation of the American Navy and the Ger-
man Navy, which is admittedly the greatest on earth except
that of England. Admiral Fiske was asked to take up the
list of battleships in these two navies and compare them, and
he testified as n result of that that ship for ship the American
Navy is the most powerful on earth. Take, for instance, the
last two ships in the program of each nation. The two German
ships are armed with eight 15-inch guns.
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The corresponding ships in the American Navy are armed
with twelve 14-inch guns, and every naval officer that has testi-
fied says that those two last ships in the American Navy are
more powerful than the German ships. Take the next three
ships in the American Navy and the next three in the German
Navy. The German Navy ships are armed with ten 12-inch
guns, and ihe corresponding American ships are armed with
twelve 14-inch guns. Not only has each one of them two more
guns, but the guns in the American Navy are much more power-
ful. Then after these five take the next four ships in the Ameri-
can Navy. They are armed with ten 14-inch 'guns, while the
German corresponding ships are armed with ten 12-inch guns.
That makes nine. In those nine ships we have one hundred
14-inch guns, and in the corresponding nine ghips of the German
Navy there are eighty-six 12-inch guns and sixteen 15-inch guns,
fourteen less on their ships than on ours; and if you will carry
the whole list through to the very beginning you will find there
is the same superiority. While the Germans were equipping
their battleships with 9 and 14 inch guns we were eguipping ours
with 13-inch guns. While they were equipping theirs with
11-inch guns we were equipping ours with 12-inch guns. That
superiority in gunfire stands from the first to the last ship in
both Navies.

Let us gee what that amounts to. I asked Admiral Fiske if
he did not think that was an immense advantage in gunfire.
He =aid that he would not call it an immense advantage, but he
wonld call it an advantage in gunfire. I then said to him that
we were told.by Admiral Twining, the Chief of the Bureau of
Ordnance, that a 14-inch gun has a destructive force 50 per
cent greater than a 12-inch gun and shoots with 30 pe: cent more
accuracy than a 12-inch gun. I asked him whether he approved
or disapproved of that statement. He said that it had been
such a long time since he had anything to do with ordnance
‘that he would not put his judgment up against that of Admiral
Twi

ning.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missis-
sippi has expired.

Mr. WITHERSPOON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed for five minutes longer.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to ob-
ject, can we not come to some sort of agreement on this thing
as to time?

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I thought that we could run
along a reasonable time and allow this debate. Later on in the
bill there will not be necessity for so much debate. I think
we can run along with liberality and brotherly love at the pres-
ent time.

Mr. GARDNER. I wanted to see if we could not come to
something reasonable. There are so many amendments besides
this one to consider that I think we ought to come to some
agreement on time.

Mr. PADGETT. It will not be very long, I think, before we
can dispose of this.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr, WITHERSPOON. Mr. Chairman, I then said to him,
supposing now the statement of Admiral Twining that each one
of these 14-inch guns with which owr ships are armed, amount-
ing to 100, has a destructive force 50 per cent greater than the
12-inch guns on the corresponding German ships, is accurate,
and it has been approved by Admiral Strauss, the successor of
Admiral Twining, as Chief of the Bureau of Ordnance—sup-
posing that is true, and he said he could not question it, then I
asked him if he would consider that just an advantage or
whether he would consider it an immense advantage. He then
said, if that statement were true, it would be an immense
advantage in gun fire. Then I asked if the other part of that
statement is true, that these two Chiefs of Ordnance, the great-
est experts in the Navy on that subject, are correct in their
statement that a 14-<inch gun shoots with 80 per cent more
accuracy than a 12-inch gun, whether that would be a slight or
an immense advantage. He then said that he hardly believed
that that was true. He did not question it at first, but when
he saw the immense advantage it amounted to, then he began
to gquestion the statement. Then I said, “Admiral, let us see
whether yon approve it or not. The reason given by these
ordnance experts why the American gun of 14 inches in diame-
ter shoots with an accuracy 30 per cent greater than the Ger-
man 12-inch gun is based by them on the fact that it has a
flatter trajectory. Suppose you are shooting at this target with
a rifle, if you aim right at the book, which is the target, yon
would hit it every time.” He sald, yes, that that was true, and
that it would not make any difference how far away it was, if

it svere svithin the range of the gun and the gun were aimed at
it, you would hit it. Then I said that in shooting these big
guns they did not shoot right at the target, but that they have
to shoot up ‘and the shell comes down. He agreed with that
statement. ‘Then I said, “The great problem in accurate shoot-
ing is to determine the exact distance to the target.” ‘He said,
“Yes; that is true.” I said, * If you take a 14-inch gun that
has a trajectory that comes over like this, very flat, and a 12-
inch gun that has a trajectory which has to go away up and
then come down, does not the accuracy of the shooting and the
chances of hitting increase as the trajectory is flattened and
becomes more like a rifle that shoots directly at the target?”
He sald that that was true. He then admitted that the 14-inch
gun was bound to shoot with more accuracy than the 12-inch
gun, because it had a flatter trajectory. Then I said, “Admiral,
the experts have calculated that acenracy to be 30 per cent, and
I ask you again if that would not be of immense advantage in
favor of our fleet?” and he said, yes, that it would be of im-
mense advantage.

That is the testimony of this expert. Mr. Chairman, if it be
true, as he says, that a slight advantage in gunfire resulted at
Santiago in destroying all of the enemy's ships without losing
any of our own; if, as he says, a slight advantage in gunfire re-
sulted in our destroying all of the enemy’s ships at Manila Bay
without losing any of our ships; if, as he says, a slight advan-
tage in gunfire resulted in the battle of Tsushima in the Jap-
anese destroying-all of the Russian ships with very little loss to
themselves; if, as he says, a slight advantage off the coast of
Chile enabled the victors to destroy all of the enemy’'s ships
without losing any of theirs; if that is the resnlt of a slight
advantage in gunfire, T put it up to you, what would be the re-
sult in a contest between our Navy and the German Navy, with
our having what Admiral Fiske admits is an immense advantage
in gunfire?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missis-
sippi has again expired.

Mr. STEPHENS of California. Mr. Chairman, I favor the
amendment proposed by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
Hoesox], because I favor fair protection and defense for every
part of this great country. I rise particularly at this time to
reply to the question asked of Mr. BurLer, of Pennsylvania, by
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. HumparEY] as to the
adequacy of defense on the Pacific coast. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. BurrLer] is always so fair that I am sure he
will correct that part of his statement concerning the defense of
the Pacific coast. Mr. Chairman, we have very little defense
on the Pacific coast. We are not only not prepared for war, but
we are not prepared to keep the peace or to defend ourselves
against whatever nation might attack us. I am not a naval
expert, but I can imagine, and so can you, that any country ex-
pecting to attack the United States could have some of its ships
within one or two thousand miles of the Pacific coast and we
not be fully aware of the purpose. They could attack the
Pacific coast before the vessels of our Navy could get from the
Atlantic coast to San Francisco. It takes 23 days, it has been
testified to, for a battleship to travel from New York to San
Francisco, and I submit that the vessels of any nation that
might want to go to war with us on the Pacific coast could get
nearer than 23 days before we would know much, if anything,
about it,

Mr. Chairman, if war should break out to-morrow in the
Pacifiec Ocean the Pacific coast would be attacked and some of
our cities destroyed, perhaps, before we could bring the battle
fleet from the Atlantic against the enemy. There is not a first-
line battleship out there. The only one we have is the grand
old Oregon, 20 years of age. We have had no battleships there
at any time except when the fleet stopped for a day at each of
our ports on the way round the world.

Mr. MONTAGUE. Will the gentleman yield for a guestion?

Mr. STEPHENS of California. Yes; I yield.

Mr. MONTAGUE. I desire to ask the gentleman whether or
not there are coast fortifications on the Pacific coast?

Mr. STEPHENS of California. There are.

Mr. MONTAGUE. Have not you very considerable fortifica-
tions to protect San Francisco?

Mr. STEPHENS of California. There are fortifications at
San Francisco, but the largest guns there are 12-inch guns.
There are fortifications at Puget Sound, but the largest guns
there are 12-inch guns, while there are ships built or building
for the German Navy that carry 15-inch guns and for the
British Navy with 15-inch guns. There is no first-class battle-
ship to-day that does not carry at least 12-inch guns.

Mr. McKELLAR. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEPHENS of California. T yield.
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Mr. McKELLAR. Is the gentleman afraid that the ships of
the German Navy may reach San Francisco or Panama before
the vessels of the American Navy can get there?

Mr. STEPHENS of California. We are not going to war with
Germany or any other nation, but whenever a nation desires to
attack this country it will have its ships nearer our Pacific coast
line, if that is the plan of attack, than 23 days away.

Mr. GARDNER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEPHENS of California. I will

Mr. GARDNER. Is it not true that Japan is building four
battleships which each twelve 14-inch guns and two battle
cruisers carrying each eight 14-inch guns?

Mr. STEPHENS of California. I think the gentleman's state-
ment is quite correct. I am sure that Japan is building battle-
ships that carry larger guns than we have in our coast de-
fenses. Now, Mr. Chairman, I am not one of the Members of
this House who believes we are to be attacked by Japan at any
early date, if ever at all, but I do believe this country should
be adequately prepared to defend itself against all comers.

Mr. CALLAWAY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEPHENS of California. I will.

Mr., CALLAWAY. I have heard it stated that if Pearl Har-
bor was properly fortified the Japs could not get to this coun-
try until they broke through those fortifications, and I was
talking to an Army strategist who was preparing fortifications
at the Panama Canal, and he stated that with our fortifications
properly equipped at Pearl Harbor it would take Japan a year
to get to the western coast. Does the gentleman know anything
about that?

Mr. STEPHENS of California. I am not a naval expert, and
if the gentleman from Texas pretends to be I would like his
opinion on that.

The JHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. CALLAWAY. I do not pretend to be an expert.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman may have five minutes more,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania? [After a pause] The Chair
hears none.

Mr. CALLAWAY. I was talking to an Army strategist, Mor-
rison, who was sent to Panama to lay out the fortifications for
Panama ; I went down on the same boat with him——

Mr. STEPHENS of California. In further answer to the gen-
tleman I will say that while I am not a naval expert I can not
believe the Army strategist meant what the gentleman thinks
he did. The gentleman can see how easy it would be to go
far from and not near Hawail

Mr. MILLER. Will the gentleman from California permit?

Mr. CALLAWAY. Will the gentleman wait until I get
through with this?

Mr. MILLER. I want to make a little statement in connec-
tion with the gentleman’s inquiry.

Mr. CALLAWAY. I am making an inquiry now. If it is
necessary for us to have naval equipment enough to meet any
possible assault from the Pacific side, wounld it not be necessary
for us under the gentleman’s contention to have a Navy over
on the Pacific side larger than Japan or any Government that
might attack us from that side?

Mr. STEPHENS of California. Mr. Chairman, that would be
desirable, but in any event I would like a part of the Navy
over there at all times. We have nothing now on the Pacific
coast except the grand old Oregon, 20 years old, a few armored
cruisers, and from three to five submarines.

Mr. CALLAWAY. Is it not a fact that a half of a Navy
over there when you need a whole one would not be any de-
fense, that if a war should call for a defense from our Navy
that half a Navy would not meet any possible attack?

Mr. STEPHENS of California. Mr. Chairman, if I was
starving I think half.a loaf of bread would help my case, and
if there was an attack on the Pacific coast and we had a fleet
half as large as the fleet on the Atlantic coast it could hold off
ihe enemy until the larger fleet from the Atlantic coast could
get to the Pacific.

Mr. CALLAWAY. But-it would not be a real defense on
the Pacific coast, according to your idea.

Mr. STEPHENS of California. It would help. We have so
little defense now. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. MrLrer].

Mr. MILLER. I wanted to ask the gentleman if it is not a
fact that Pearl Harbor as a defense is only such if we have a
powerful Navy? It is a center on which a navy can operate,
and a defense that we speak of as being afforded by Pearl
Harbor is but that defense that will come from a superior fleet
that will radiate from Pearl Harbor as a base.

Mr. STEPHENS of California. What the gentleman says is
true.. I do not believe it can be seriously contended by men who
know and have studied the question of defense that the Pacific
coast is fairly protected to-day. With but two fortifications,
one second-line battleship, a few battle eruisers, and three to

ve submarines along our entire coast we certainly are poorly

rotected. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me we are hardly pro-
tected at all.

Mr. HENSLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that I may continue for 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri asks unan-
imous consent that he may continue for 10 minutes. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HENSLEY. Mr. Chairman, I would be pleased, indeed,
if I could get the attention of the committee. I do not con-
sume so very much of the time of the House and shall only
take this brief time to present some views I have upon this
subject, I want to lay down the proposition, Mr. Chairman,
that, in my judgment, can not be disputed, and that is this,
that the state of preparedness on the part of a nation as well
as on the part of an individual determines the degree of aggres-
sion. Do you cateh that point? I can take the hearings, the
testimony given before the Naval Affairs Committee by ad-
mirals of the Navy, and they will establish that proposition in
a way that no Member of this House can gainsay. The better
prepared we are the more insistent we are upon other nations
of the world observing what we conceive to be our rights,. We
are not as willing then as we are, perhaps, under other condi-
tions to submit whatever questions are involved in the dispute
to a fair and just consideration before resorting to the use of
armaments. But we insist when armed and prepared, as young
men frequently insist upon others observing their rights, be-
cause we are in a state of preparedness. It occurs to me, Mr.
Chairman, that Members of this Congress now, after having
witnessed what we all have, after having seen what has oc-
curred across the ocean, would hesitate some time before they
would get up before this body and insist that preparedness in
the way of armament means an insurance against war. Was
not Germany prepared and did Germany avoid war? By no
means. Did the state of preparedness prevent Great Britain
from going to war? By no means.

The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Hoesox] would insist at
all times on this Nation being in a state of preparedness for
war. My God, let me say to you that there is no department on
either side of that great struggle over there that is prepared
upon a war basis to-day. Why, even the hospital facilities are
not adequate to meet the needs of those armies. On a war basis
the gentleman insists. Why, did you know the gravediggers
over there are not upon a war basis; they are not in numbers
sufficient to lay away those that have given up their lives in
that struggle. Talk to me about a nation being in a state of
preparedness for war at all times. Gentlemen, let me say this
to you here now, I believe in an adequate Navy, a Navy that will
meet the needs of this conntry, but the guestion of adeguacy I
do not want to have determined by men who are interested in
these increases. I do not want those who are getting the profits
out of it to be the ones who are laying down the policy of this
great Government of ours as to what constitutes an adequate
Navy on the part of this country of ours.

Now, if we want a Navy to meet the needs of this Govern-
ment, if it is our purpose to have a Navy for defensive pur-
poses, let us take into consideration the fact that in this war
over in Europe Germany has had sunk by submarines something
like 200,000 tons of armament. England has had something like
150,000 tons of armament that has gone to the bottom of the
sea because of submarines operating on the part of either side
party to the conflict. The greatest dangers those men can be
exposed to is to put them on board a battleship, unless you hide
and conceal your ship so the men operating the submarines can
not find them.

I maintain, my friends, that if this war continues for the next
six months or a year, beyond any sort of question we ean not
only pit the armament of this country, in a naval way, against
Germany, but we will have the most powerful Navy afloat.
You all have observed how the navies of the Old World are
being whittled down from time to time. Let me say here and
now, that if we accept the position taken by the great concerns
that are supplying the material to our Navy, if we take their
views as to what constitutes an adequate Navy, we never on
earth will have a Navy sufficient to meet the needs of the
country, according to their views. If we had a Navy to-day
twice as strong as the British Navy, do you mean to tell me
that these great supply companies would be satisfied, and that
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they would not be clamoring at every session of Congress for
other increases in armament? :

Mr, CALLAWAY and Mr. HOBSON rose.

The CHAIRMAN. To whom does the gentleman from Mis-
souri yield?

Mr. HENSLEY. I will first yield to my colleague on the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask the gentleman
in case that it were possible to have the Government itself
manufacture practically all of its material, would the gentleman
then change his position and vote for larger equipment?

Mr. HENSLEY. I can not determine that. I will vote for
whatever I conceive to be the needs of this Government from
time to time. But let me say to the gentleman from Alabama
that if the Government establishes its own plants for the fur-
- nishing of materials and all those things, so as to take the profit
out of the increases in the Navy—profit out of war, if you
please—you would not find the clamor over the country for
inereases of armament that we find to-day. [Applause.] And
the gentleman knows well that that is the correct statement of
the facts. If I had time, I could convince even those who are
fixed in their views on this proposition that it is the supply
companies, the men directly interested in this line, who are
clamoring and holding up to the American people the needs of
the Navy from year to year.

Mr. CALLAWAY and Mr. MILLER rose.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER. I know that the gentleman has given a great
deal of study to the details of this question, and——

Mr. CALLAWAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
to me?

Mr., HENSLEY. Yes; I will yield first to the gentleman from
Texas.

Mr. CALLAWAY. I have one question to ask. That is about
the limitation of these armaments. These people contend that
we should have an adequate Navy, and I have been listening to
them until I have gotten the notion of their idea of adequacy,
that it must be large enongh to meet any possible navy or com-
bination of navies that could be brought against the United
States. I want to know if it would be, in the judgment of the
gentleman, possible for this Nation, with its taxing powers and
the resources we have, to make a Navy big enough to satisfy
these fellows that are seared, or these men who are now inter-
ested in increasing the Navy, or these men that want to take the
whole earth under their protecting wing and administer it under
the protection of the Federal Government, like the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. Hossox]?

Mr. HENSLEY. I will answer the gentleman from Texas in
this way: He recalls that only in the last Congress the gentle-
man from Alabama——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missouri
has expired.

Mr. HENSLEY. Mr, Chairman, I would like to have two
minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri asks unani-
mous consent to proceed for two minutes more. Is there objec-
tion?

There was no objection.

Mr. HENSLEY. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr, Horsox]
npon the floor of this House in his speeches in former Con-
gresses has insisted that we should have a Navy equal to Ger-
many’s Navy in the Atlantic and a Navy equal to that of Japan
in the Pacific, and here to-day he comes and presents his views
and insists that we should have a Navy in the Atlantic equal to
that of Great Britain and a Navy in the Pacific equal to that of
Japan. The gentleman a few years ago, as yon all know, did
not confine his speeches to this House, but went all over the
country, and insisted that in a very short period of time this
country would find itself involved in a war with Japan. I
rejoice over the fact that his prophecy never came frue. I am
sometimes in doubt as to whether others get the pleasure out of
that fact that I do. I sometimes think that folks wedded to
their views are disappointed because those prophecies did not
come true. I truly hope that my friend from Alabama is not in
this category.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Missouri
has expired.

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 15 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks
unanimous consent to proceed for 15 minutes. Is there objec-
tion? :

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts is
recognized for 15 minutes,

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I have read in a good many
newspapers the statement that this campaign which I am earry-
ing on for a proper armament is inspired by those who make
war materials. Recently, in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, I read
an editorial headed, if I recollect rightly, “ Gardner's suspicious
crusade.” There was a peace meeting here in Washington the
other night where at least two Members of Congress were pres-
ent. There the statement was made that this campaign was
inspired by the manufacturers of war material.

Mr. Chairman, those statements, whoever make them, are
noisome slanders; noisome slanders—I repeat it in case any gen-
tleman on the floor of this House objects to the term.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield there
for a gquestion?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Massachusetts
yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania?

Mr. GARDNER. _I do.

Mr. BUTLER. Does the gentleman suppose that any Member
of this House would for one instant charge such a selfish motive
as that which the gentleman has spoken of?

Mr, GARDNER. I have read a certain petition prepared at
a certain peace meeting, or at least I have read in the news-
papers what purported to be the petition—the petition addressed
to the Committee on Military Affairs, or something purporting
to be the substance of it. I have not seen the petition itself.
This petition, according to the newspapers, stated that the man-
ufacturers of war material are at the bottom of this movement
for increased armament. It may not have been so worded.

Is there any gentleman on the floor of this House who wishes
to comment on that statement of mine? [After a pause.] Then,
Mr. Chairman, I shall go on. I am gpeaking for good old Ameri-
can spunk, and I am speaking against this doctrine that the
right way to protect ourselves is with a supine, pliable spine,
because that is the doctrine that is being preached to you, gen-
tlemen, and this statement that being prepared for war brings
on war simply shows the confusion of men's minds.

Being prepared for war as Germany was prepared for war
may induce the bringing on of war, but being prepared against
war, which is what I contend for, will never bring about any
war. In fact if would tend to prevent war. It would have
prevented this war if Great Britain had been prepared, and
preparation would perhaps have saved little Belgium.

Mr. CALLAWAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
there?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Massachusetts
yield to the gentleman from Texas?

Mr. GARDNER. Yes; but I would rather not have my
thread of thought interrupted.

Mr. CALLAWAY. I want to ask the gentleman a question.
I would like to have the gentleman's idea of the amount of
equipment that would prepare us for war?

Mr. GARDNER. Oh, let the gentleman possess his soul in
patience for a moment. I have always subscribed for what is
known as the Liberal Yearbook of Great Britain. It is the
political bible of the Liberal Party. I have noted the textbooks
which are recommended to the English Liberals to read. I
find that the Liberal textbooks are pacificist textbooks. Mr.
Norman Angell is one of the favorite authors whose works are
in the textbook list of the Liberal Party. Mr. Angell, like so
many of my fellow Members, last year prophesied that there
never was going to be another war, because the bankers would
not permit it and the laboring men of Europe would not fight
each other.

Mr. Chairman, it was those teachings, it was those textbooks,
which the Liberal Party allowed to gunide them, and so left
England unprepared for war. I hope that we shall find our-
selves confronted with no such result here.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I was astonished this morning to hear
extracts read from Admiral Fiske's evidence and extracts from
Admiral Fletcher's evidence, tending to show that this demand
for dreadnaughts is unreasonable.

Why, Mr. Chairman, if I were to take extracts from the
testimony of those gentlemen and not read the context, I could
prove anything on earth. But everybody knows that Admiral
Fiske is one of the three rear admirals on the General Board
which made this recommendation for four battleships which is
provided by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Hoesox] in this
very amendment which we are now considering.

But the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr., WirHERSPoON] went
into a long explanation of the superiority of our 14-inch guns
over somebody’s else 12-inch guns. He did not tell you that
there are 14 British dreadnaughts built and building and 3
German dreadnaughts built and building which carry 15-inch
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auns of 45 calibers each. Our largest Navy guns are 14-inch
guns. I am not an expert, so I can not say which is best—our
14-inch guns or the British and German 15-inch guns. There
was a big fight in the North Sea the other Sunday. Nine big
ships were engaged. Every one of them was faster than the fast-
est battleship we have in our Navy. The slowest ship, the
Bliicher, was sunk because she could not keep up with her
sister ships. Her speed was 5 knots an hour less than the others
and she was sunk. Yet the Blicher was faster than the
fastest ship we have in the United States Navy, except the
small fry, like submarines and destroyers. Now, gentlemen,
you can not get away from facts of that sort even by saying
that the people on the Mersey are terrified for fear of attack
from some German submarine. How do we know they are
terrified? Because the headlines say so? The papers said that
London was terrified at the prospect of Zeppelin raids; that
early in the winter London was going to be attacked by a fleet
of Zeppelins. That prophecy has not as yet been fulfilled. I
have had many letters from those with whom I worked in
London last summer. Up to date they have not heard of the
terror over there.

Now, as to these submarines, I do not know whether the
people are terrified by them or not. I am a great believer in
plenty of submarines, especially ocean-going submarines, but I
want fighting ships more.

In reply to the gquestion of the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
CALLawAay] as to how big an armament I believe in, I answer
in this way: The gentleman from Washington [Mr. HUMPHREY ]
asked the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BurLer] how he
proposed to protect the Pacific coast against Japan in case of
war, and the gentleman from Peunnsylvania replied, “I leave
that to the military experts.” That is the most sensible remark
anybody has made on the floor of this House to-day. What is
the use of taking the best officers in the Navy and putting them
on the General Board and then, when they report year after
vear what we need in the way of armament, what is the sense
of always telling them, *“ Oh, that is all wrong. You gentlemen
do not know what you are talking about. You are all rascals
who are trying to increase your rank. That is what you are,
We congressional experts are the only people who know "7

Supposing that we Congressmen are actually the real people
who know. Perhaps we know by intuition. We certainly do not
know from listening to debates, beeanse we do not listen, and
on a good many questions we do not vote because we are in our
offices when the Committee of the Whole divides. I took the
Recosp of last Monday to find how many of us were present
when the votes were ordered on questions relating to the pluck-
ing board of the Navy. I found that—counting everybody who
came out of the smoking rooms, counting everybody within
sound of the division bell, counting everybody from the lobby,
and counting everybody in their seats—about 80 Members out
of over 400 decided all these questions. By the way, I doubt
whether there are more than S0 Members in the Hall at the
present moment. There may not be so many. Of those present
I venture to say that there are not a dozen who can tell us, as
a matter of fact, what armaments our dreadnaughts carry or
how many dreadnaughts we have completed.

Mr. HELM. Will the gentleman yield a moment?

Mr. GARDNER. Yes.

Mr. HELM. You stated a moment ago that the Bliicher was
the slowest ship in the German Navy.

Mr. GARDNER. Not exactly.

Mr. HELM. In that engagement.

Mr. GARDNER. I stated that she was the slowest of the nine
big ships engaged.

Mr. HELM. She was the slowest in that engagement.

Mr. GARDNER. Of the nine engaged.

Mr. HELM. And that she was faster than our fastest battle-
ship.

Mr. GARDNER. Our fastest battleship or any other ship
except the small fry.

Mr, HELM. Who is to blame for the defect in the construc-
tion of our battleships, that do not measure up to the worst
ship that was in that engagement, almost all of which battle-
ships have been constructed since the construction of the
Bliicher?

Mr. GARDNER. Do you mean to say, Is the Republican
Party to blame?

Mr. HELM. No; just a moment, please.

Mr. GARDNER. I am going to answer.

Mr. HELM. I want the gentleman to understand the pur-
pose of my question.

Mr. GARDNER. What the gentleman wants to kpow is
whose fault it is. It is the fault of the people of the United
States, that we cut and pare. When the General Board told

‘us we must have 48 battleships, we have given them 37 instead.

When they told us we ought to have 192 destroyers, we have
given them 68 odd. Every year we have chopped and cheese-
pared until now we have a navy which is a bad third to
Great Britain and Germany; and when the ships of France that
were built and building on July 1, 1914, are completed and our
own ships under construction at the same date are completed,
we shall be fourth, 5

Mr. HELM. Now will the gentleman yield? - -

Mr, GARDNER. Yes. ;

Mr. HELM. Is it not a fact that this defect is a defect of
speed, not a defect of numbers? And, as a matter of fact, in-
stead of having in my mind that it is a dereliction of the Re-
publican Party, if I were going to place the blame, answering
my own question, I should place it on the Navy Department and
not upon Congress.

Mr, GARDNER. All right. Now, Mr. Chairman, if I have
my way, I will accept an amendment to the proposition of the
gentleman from Alabama and couple his amendment asking for
two more battleships with another amendment sending to the
scrap heap our three oldest battleships, for they are over 20
years old.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARDNER. Yes.

Mr. FITZGERALD. There were no battleships engaged in
that fight.

Mr. GARDNER. There were nine battle cruisers.

Mr, FITZGERALD. But no battleships.

Mr. GARDNER. I shall correct that in the permanent REc-
orp, The battle cruisers engaged were the Indomitable, the
Lion, the Princess Royal, the New Zealand, the Tiger, the
Bliicher, the Moltke, the Seydlitz, and the Derflinger.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Those are in a distinct class from the
battleships.

Mr. GARDNER. I want to correct that. The Bliicher is
not a battle eruiser, but is an armored cruiser.

Mr. FITZGERALD. The battle cruiser is a different type of
vessel from the battleship.

Mr. GARDNER. As I said, the Bliicher is not a battle
cruiser, but an armored cruiser far inferior, with a 23-knot
speed ; but that is not the point.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes; it is the point.

Mr. GARDNER. It is not the point. The point is that we
have not got in the Navy vessels that can compete in speed with
the fleets which they would have to. fight in case of war.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Let me ask the gentleman

Mr. GARDNER. The gentleman will not let me complete my
answer.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I was trying to keep the gentleman
ealm,

Mr. GARDNER. What is the question?

Mr. FITZGERALD. I ask the gentleman if the criticism
that we have not the speed of these battle cruisers is not due
to the fact that the General Board has net recommended and
Congress has not provided battle crnisers, which are needed
chiefly for their high speed and for armament, and that the
General Board, and Congress following its recommendations,
has provided for battleships, which are distinct from the battle
eruiser by not having such high speed and being more fully
protected by armor.

Mr. GARDNER. The gentleman says that the General
Board has not recommended battle eruisers.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has expired. ;

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman’s time be extended five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. JomssoN of South Carolina). The
gentleman from Pennsylvania asks that the time of the gentle-
man from Massachusetts be extended five minutes. Is there
objection?

Mr. HAMLIN. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to objeet,
I want to say that the other day I was allowed 10 minutes in
which to present some arguments, and when the time was up I
had not quite finished and I asked to have my time extended,
and the gentleman from Massachusetts graciously objected. I
gw to extend my remarks in the Recorp, and he objected

Mr. GARDNER. Oh, I did not. I went to the gentleman
and told him that I should not object the second time.

Mr. HAMLIN. Well, I beg the gentleman's pardon; but he
objected to my proceeding.

Mr. GARDNER. The gentleman knows that the objection
was not directed at him, but at the minority leader.

Mr. HAMLIN. I am not going to act as graciously as the
gentleman from Massachusetts did. I am going, as far as I am
concerned, to permit him to extend his remarks for five minutes.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? -

Mr. GARDNER. One moment, Mr. Chairman. I was en-
titled to recognition, in my opinion, some time ago under the
custom of the House, but the Chair thought otherwise and
recognized two gentlemen in succession who opposed the amend-
ment. I am going to incorporate in the Recorp a reference to
section 1445 of Hinds' Precedents:

A member of the committee havln%eoccnpled the floor In favor of a
measure, a member opposing should recognized, even though he be
not a member of the committee,

If the gentleman from Missouri will reecall, I explained to him
that my objection was not directed at him, but arose owing to
a difference with the minority leader. I went to him and said
if he would ask again I should not object, whereupon he did ask
permission and some other gentleman objected.

Mr. HAMLIN. At any rate, the gentleman’s objection was
effective and I could not extend my remarks. I am not going
to object.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none and the gentleman from Massachusetts is rec-
ognized.

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, now will the gentleman from
New York answer my question? I understood him to say that
the general board has not recommended any battle cruisers.

Mr. FITZGERALD. My understanding is that the board has
insisted on battleships as the vital feature of the Navy, and has
especially emphasized the recommendation for additional battle-
ships and has not requested battle cruisers.

Mr. GARDNER. 1 think the gentleman is mistaken and that
the general board recommended one battle eruiser last year, but
it was turned down. If I am mistaken, I shall correct the
mistake later in the day. . :

Mr, FITZGERALD. I am not talking about last year. They
have recommended four battleships for eight years past and have
been turned down every year. Such action did not discourage
them, but they renewed the recommendation from year to year.

Mr. GARDNER. The gentleman may be right; but the fact
remains that we do not have in the United States Navy a battle-
ship of any kind that is as fast as the nine ships that fought the
battle in the North Sea.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARDNER. Yes.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa.
was she not?

Mr. GARDNER. Yes.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa.
Germans had?

Mr. GARDNER. I think so.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Would it not be fair to compare it
with our own armored cruisers, and would you not find that we
had two superior to it in armament and equal in speed?

Mr. GARDNER. Very likely; but there would still be the
gquestion as to how we would come out of such a battle as that
which took place in the North Sea. I hear some one say, “ We
should lick ’em.” That's the talk. We can lick all creation.
Yes; we can send our Naval Militia to man the sound steamers,
and they can leave their counting houses some fine afternoon
and go out and thrash the British Navy. The gentleman who
spoke a few minutes ago says that we may wake up to-morrow
and find the British fleet at the bottom of the sea and that we
can “leck” what remains, Why, Mr. Chairman, there is no
use in building a single battleship. We can swim and “lick
'‘em”! [Laughter and applause.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed for 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I am not a naval cx-
pert, neither am I a student of war conditions, and I do not
propose to involve myself in an argument of that kind; but this
House and the country is facing a serious financial condition.
According to my estimates of the receipts for next year and
the expenditures that are now proposed, the ordinary expendi-
tures will exceed the receipts by some §$20,000,000. That is not
due to a falling off in the revenue, because the additional reve-
nue or emergency revenue bill that we passed last fall will
supplement the revenues that we lose at the customhouses by
reason of the war in Europe, but it is due to your increased
appropriations. In addition to that—the deficit in ordinary
expenditures—there will be a deficit in the Post Office Depart-
ment, due to a falling off of postal receipts, of at least $14,-
000,000, unless conditions change very much. Of course that
condition has been brought about to a large extent by reason

The Bliicher was an armored cruiser,

The largest and most powerful the

of the war in Europe. Our foreign mail service is not paying
the revenues to the Government that it has paid in the past,

‘which is natural, and the cost of the service is practically the

same. So that as this condition faces the country and the
House, unless you are willing to retrench in expenditures, or
unless when the next Congress meets you are willing to increase
the taxation, you are going to face a deficit in the Treasury
of something like $35,000,000. That is a problem for this House
to determine, as to whether or not you propose to go on in-
creasing the expenditures, and when the time comes next year
supplement that increase of expenditures by additional taxa-
Eion, or whether you are willing to rctrench in your expendi-
ures.

This bill, as I understand it, carries appropriations for an
increase in the Navy of some $58,000,000. I believe that is
seven or eight millions of dollars in excess of what the bill
carried last year.

Mr. PADGETT. The authorization is $53,000,000.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Fifty-three million dollars, with an ex-
cess of seven or eight millions over what was authorized last
year. The question that confronts this House is as to whether
or not you are willing to make some reasonable cuts in this bill
or whether you think the exigencies that confront the country
now justify you in increasing appropriations for armor and
armament, notwithstanding the fact that you must, if you go
on with your increases, levy additional taxes on the American peo-
ple to meet these increases. As I say, I am not a naval expert,
but I have always believed that the man who carries the pistol
around in his back pocket is in very much greater danger of
getting into trouble than the man who goes unarmed. [Ap-
plause.] I believe that if you propose to enter into a race of
armaments because you believe you are behind other nations
in your military forces and your naval equipment, the end of
the story will mean war, [Applause.] I believe we ought to
have a reasonable navy and a reasonable army, but I do not
want to see my country have either a navy or an army that
will invite us to make issues that may precipitate our people
into the caldron of bloodshed and disaster. [Applause.]

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not like not to y'eld to the gentle-
man,

Mr. HOBSON. I will make the question very brief. Would
the gentleman surrender the Monroe doctrine and the open-door
policy rather than to fight, or either of them?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not think the time will ever come
when it will be necessary for this country to maintain the
great principles of our fathers at the point of the sword. [Ap-
plause.] I have no fear whatever that my countrymen will
maintain their position in this world, their position for what is
right and what is just, and as long as we only maintain for
our National Government a position of what is right and what
is just, in my judgment we will succeed without the arbitrament
to the battle field. [Applause.] But I believe that you can make
a reasonable cut in the appropriations provided for in this bill
without endangering your position in the family of nations and
at the same time go a long way toward meeting the exigency of
your Treasury Department.

I suggest that if you would cut out of this bill one battle-
ship it would save for the next year $5,678,000. If you cut out
of this bill five submarines, it would save $1,385.000.

Mr, MANN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a
question?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes,

Mr. MANN. On the question of the battleship which Iis
authorized this year, would there be $6,000,000 expended on it
in the next fiscal year?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 1 asked the chairman of the committee
to give me the figures.

Mr. MANN. Of course, this bill earries an appropriation——

Mr. PADGETT. That is the authorization.

Mr. MANN. Would there be that much expended?

: Mr., UNIDERWOOD. There would be that much appropriation
n the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Alabama
has expired.

Mr. MANN. Mr, Chairman, I ask that the gentleman have
more time,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have 10
minutes more.,

Mr. MANN. I ask that the gentleman from Alabama proceed
for 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection,
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Mr. MANN. T did not suppose it was possible if the battle-
ship was authorized now to expend $6,000,000 upon it In the
next fiseal year. -

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the gentleman that I am
not an expert on these questions; and not being an expert, not
baving the knowledge myself, I asked the opinion of the chair-
man of the committee,

Mr. WITHERSPOON. Mr. Chairman, I wish the gentleman

would yield for a moment in order that I may correct one of
his statements. The gentleman stated that if we would sirike
out five submarines we would save between one and two million
dollars. The testimony before our committee is that those sub-
marines cost $350,000 each, and five submarines knocked out of
this bill would save nearly $3,000,000.
. Mr. PADGETT. That is authorization and not appropriation.
The gentleman from Alabama is giving the figures as to the
appropriation for the next year carried in this bill for the
different authorizations.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. In other words, that the boats would
not be finished entirely next year.

Mr. PADGETT. In other words, the authorization of a
battleship is on a cost of about $15,000,000, but of that amount
we appropriate the first year only $3,678,999.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. I am not giving the figures which would
ultimately be saved to the Government.

Mr. PADGETT. In regard to the submarines, each submarine
is £220,000 in construction and machinery and $57,000 in armor
and armament. That would be $277,000 each, and five times
that much for five submarines would be the gentleman's figures.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The figures which I have here are those
given to me at my request by the chairman of the committee.
They do not represent the ultimate cost of these boats, but
merely the saving which we would save next year. That is the
point I have in mind. Now, if you cut out of the bill one hos-
pital ship, you would save $500,000. If you strike out the trans-
port, you would save $1,125,000 for next year, making a total
that you can save in this bill in the construction of one battle-
ship., five submarines, a hospital ship, and a transport, of
$8,688,000, or about the amount that you are increasing this
bill over last year. )

Mr. PADGETT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes.

Mr. PADGETT. The authorizatlons are about $8,000,000
more; the appropriations are about $4,000,000 more.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. What I say to the House is this: You
are in no more danger of war to-day than you were when the
naval appropriation bill was passed last winter a year ago.
[Applause.] Evidently you are in less danger of war, because
the various nations of Europe are’ locking horns between them-
selves, and if this Government pursues its own way wisely and
safely, as I believe it will, under the administration of the
President of the United States, we are in less danger of war
than we have been for many years before. Now, as to the arma-
ment, I am no judge of what battleships we should build or
what submarines, but I do know this, that the entire naval
armament of the world is being tested to-day. The world is
learning its first great lesson in the school of experience on the
battle line, as to what ships are best to build and what ships
in the future may be abandoned as worthless in naval affairs.
Therefore it seems to me to-day is a wise time, and instead of
increasing your appropriations at least to cut them down to
what you have been appropriating in the past, and let the ex-
perience of Europe in this war teach you where you can wisely
and most efficiently expend your money in the future. Now,
before I take my seat I propose to offer an amendment to the
pending amendment to strike out four battleships and make it
one battleship.

SEVERAL MeumBers., Two.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Well, there is an amendment to that;
I expect to amend the amendment, so that the House may have
an opportunity directly to vote upon this guestion. If I under-
stand that the senfiment of the House is willing to have that
reduction, I will then propose to cut down the submarine boats
by five, which will reduce them to the number proposed, as I
understand, by the naval authorities themselves; but, of course,
if the sentinfent of this House is to go on with this increase,
why, then, I will have to submit, and will submit cheerfully.

Mr. PADGETT. Will the gentleman yield for just a moment?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will.

Mr. PADGETT. The Secretary of the Navy recommended
8 submarines. The general board recommended 16 what we
call coast-defense vessels, costing about $550,000, and 3 large
seagoing. The 12 of which the gentleman and myself were
speaking, and my personal expression to him was made in
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reference to what I had suggested to the committee, and that iz
where the 12 came in.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The 12 would be at least in a mean
between the general board’s recommendation and the Sec-
retary of the Navy. Now, in conclusion I only want to say
this: Here is an opportunity where you can cut out of this
bill between eight and nine million dollars without in any
way affecting the efficiency of the public service. Therc is no
imminent danger of war. On account of the conditions that
have been brought about by the war in Europe in the Treasury
Department you are facing a deficit unless you cut your ap-
propriations, or unless you are willing to go to your constitu-
encies and say that you propose to increase the burden of taxa-
tion on them in order that you can increase your expenditures.
[Applause.]

% Mr. BUTLER. Will the gentleman yield for just on2 ques-
on?

Mr. SHERWOOD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. SHERWOOD. As the gentleman says there is no danger
of war and we have more battleships now than we know what
to do with, why should not we cut out all the battleships and
reduce the amount by $15,000,000? . :

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the gentleman from Ohio
that if I were following my own desire in the matter I would
cut out both battleships at the present time. [Applause.] But
I want to accomplish something; I want to try to work out a
plan that can suecceed or has hopes of succeeding. Now, I
know that there are a good many men in this House who would
not be willing to go too far on such a program, but I think the
exigencies of the Treasury Department are such that we ought
to make an earnest effort to cut down some of these appro-
priations, and therefore I am willing to compromise on both
sides of the House and strike a golden mean and leave one
battleship in there if the House is willing to agree to a reason-
able program.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Alabama
has again expired.

" Mr. BATHRICK. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that I may proceed for 15 minutes on this subject.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous
consent that he may proceed for 15 minutes.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to ob-
ject, I want to ask unanimous consent that debate on this para-
graph and all amendments thereto close at 2 o'clock. That
will be a half an hour, and we have already spent nearly three
hours in debate on this guestion.

Mr. PARKER of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, I have an
amendment which I desire to offer. I do not desire to speak
on the number of ships, but I do desire to have five minutes to
speak upon the speed of ships and to offer and speak upon an
amendment which I offered, and which was carried four years
ago, providing that they should have a speed at least equal to
the highest speed of any battleship in the world. I desire to
offer that amendment, and I must have five minutes’ time in
which to speak upon it. Will the gentleman from Tennessee
yield me five minutes for that purpose?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will
allow me just a moment. I failed to offer my amendment. If
the committee will allow me, I would like to move to amend
the amendment of the gentleman from Alabama by striking out
“four” and inserting * one.”

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will report
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
Unperwoob]. :

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend the amendment by striking out the word “ four™ and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the word ** one.”

Mr. WITHERSPOON. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an
amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. No other amendments are now in order.
Two amendments have already been offered.

Mr. WITHERSPOON. I offer a substitute for the amend-
ment as amended.

Mr. MOORE. Mr, Chairman, I demand the regular order.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair thinks it is in order. The gen-
tleman offers a substitute for the pending amendment.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I understood the gentleman
wanted to move to strike out the paragraph. I think that would
be in order.

Mr. WITHERSPOON. That is what I move to do—to strike
out the paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN. That will be in order. The Clerk will
report the amendment.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Strike out the arsbﬁmph beginning with line 2 and ending with line
8 on page G4 of the bill.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I wish to modify my request.
We have already been debating the matter about two and one-
half hours now. I ask unanimous consent that debate upon this
pml‘agraph and all amendmnts thereto close at half past 2
o'cloek.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
Paveerr] asks unanimous consent that all debate on this para-
graph and all amendments thereto close at half past 2 o’clock.
Is there objection?

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the right to objeet.

Mr. GRAY. T reserve the right to object, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Chairman——

The CHATIRMAN. Is there objection to the request?

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the right to object.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman—-

Mr. MANN., Mr. Chairman, I take it that this is the main
feature of the bill, probably.

Mr. PADGETT. Largely so; yes, =ir.

Mr. MANN. We can finish the bill to-day and to-night, any-
how. Let us find out how much time the gentlemen want.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I will modify my request
again and try to accommodate the Members as best I can. I ask
unanimous consent that all debate upon this paragraph and all
amendments thereto close in two hours.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee asks unani-
mous consent——

Mr. MANN. I would like to eontrol an hour on this side.

Mr. PADGETT. I was going to leave it to the Chair to
control.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair prefers the gentlemen shall
control the time.

Mr. MANN. I would like to control an hour on this side.

Mr. PADGETT. That the gentleman from Illinois control
one hour and I control the other. I will divide that time among
the number applying for time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee asks unani-
mous consent that all debate on this paragraph close in two
hours, one hour to be confrolled by the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Max~] and the other hour to be controlled by himself.
Is there objection?

Mr. CULLOP. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the right to objeet.

Mr. WITHERSPOON, Mr. Chairman, I want 10 minutes to
apealk in support of my amendment, and I object unless I can
get it.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi objects.

Mr. BATHRICK. He stated he would not object.if he could
get the time he asked for.

Mr. PADGETT. I move that debate on this paragraph and
all amendments thereto close in two hours.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee moves
that all debate on this paragraph and all amendments thereto
close in two hours.

The question was taken, and the Chair announced that the
ayes seemed to have it

Mr. FOWLER and Mr. BATHRICK demanded a division.

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 66, noes 26.

So the motion was agreed to.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that I
may consume one hour of that time,

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, the gentleman from
Illinois will control an hour and the gentleman from Tennes-
see an hour. [After a pause.] The Chair hears no objection.

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
that there is no quorum present.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois makes the
point that there is no quorum present, The Chair will count.
[After counting.] One hundred and thirty-six Members are
present—a quorum. The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr, Pap-
ceTT] is recognized for one hour.

Mr. STEPHENS of California. Mr. Chairman, a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. STEPHENS of California. I desire to offer an amend-
ment to the paragraph. When will it be in order?

The CHATIRMAN. It will not be in order until the amend-
ments now pending are disposed of.

Mr. HOBSON. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. MANN. As I understand, the committee gave me control
of one hour.

Mr. HOBSON, That is what I wanted to ask about.

Mr. FOWLER. I objeet to anybody controlling any of the
time except the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s objection comes too late.
The Chair stated the proposition and nobody objected, and the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Pangerr] is recognized for one

our,

Mr. FOWLER. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman,

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will state it.

Mr. FOWLER. There are Members on the floor who desire
to offer amendments to this paragraph. I desire to know if
there will be any opportunity given for the purpose of offering
additional amendments and for debate thereon?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state to the gentleman
from Illinois that there are now pending an amendment offered
by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WrrHERSPOON] to strike
out the paragraph and an amendment offered by the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. HossoN], and an amendment to that amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWoOOD],
and until the last amendment is disposed of, no other amend-
ment will be in order; but when that is disposed of, the gentle-
man will have an opportunity to offer an amendment.

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chalrman, I desire to ask the Chair if
it is not parliamentary to offer an amendment to the substitute?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks not. The Chair thinks
it might be in order to offer an amendment to perfeect the para-
graph, but two amendments are now pending for that purpose.

Mr. FOWLER. But is it not parliamentary to offer an amend-
ment to the substitute?

TgfnGBAIRMAN. It would be, but there is no substitute
pending.

Mr. FOWLER. I understand that there is, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. But the Chair understands otherwise.
'I'hehgentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Pabcerr] is recognized for
an hour.

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. FOWLER. I desire to have the privilege of offering a
substitute for the amendment now pending.

The CHAIRMAN. But a substitute is not in order for the
reason that there are two amendments now pending, and it is
not in order to offer an amendment when two amendments are
pending, a substitute being an amendment.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inguiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. BARKLEY. What are these two amendments that are
now pending?

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment offered by the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. Hoeson] and the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNxpeErwoop].

Mr. BARKLEY. Is it not true, Mr. Chairman, that the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WiTHERSPOOX] offered a sub-
stitute?

The CHAIRMAN. He offered an amendment to strike out
the paragraph.

; MrioBARKLEY. That was in the form of a substitute, was
it not?

The CHATRMAN. Not at all. The other amendments are
for the purpose of perfecting the paragraph, and they will be
disposed of before the amendment of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi.

Mr. WITHERSPOON. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. WITHERSPOON. I understand that the rule adopted is
that the debate on the paragraph and amendments to it will
conclude in two hours. Does that cover the substitute I offered
for the amendment?

The CHAIRMAN, It does. It covers the gentleman’s amend-
ment, together with all other amendments which have been
offered and which may be offered. Now the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. PapcETT] is recognized for one hour.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. HELM].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky
Hera] is recognized for five minutes,

Mr. HELM. Mr, Chairman, I am not assuming the attitude
before this House of a military or naval expert. I am simply,
trying to apply some plain common sense to the conditions that
I find exist from a careful reading of the newspapers. The first
thing that attracts me in this morning’s newspapers is that an
ex-Secretary of the Navy states that the inefficiency of our Navy,
is due to politicians. Now, every Member of Congress knows ,
the department must submit its estimates and recommend the
type of ship, including speed, armor, and size of guns, and Con-
gress has almost always followed the department’s lead, Th
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Congress of the United States has been extremely liberal not
only with the War Department but with the Navy Department
in all of its requests. Neither of these departments can claim
that they have not had ample funds. For the last 14 years, ac-
cording to this statement coming from ex-Secretary of the Navy
Meyer, the total appropriations for our Navy from 1900 to 1914
were $1,656,000,000, while the appropriations for the same pe-
riod for Germany's Navy were $1,137,000,000.

We have not as effective a fighting organization in our Navy
as Germany has in hers. Nobody would dare get on this floor
and say that we can go into battle in anything like the state of
efficiency that Germany stands to-day. Her navy is organized
on a fighting basis. The combined navies of Great Britain and
France can not protect their commerce against her.

Mr. KEELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Kentucky yield
to the gentleman from Michigan?

Mr. HELM. Yes -

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. One of the chief items of ex-
pense in our Army and Navy is the pay of the men.

Mr. HELM. My good friend, if you had been here at former
sessions of Congress and heard me criticize the excessive pay
and emoluments the officers in the Army have been getting,
you would be convinced that you are mistaken. Why, Members
have almost been ready to get up and fight because I have been
contending for years that the War Department and the Navy
Department had not an organization fitted for fighting pur-
poses. It has not been so long since promotions in the Army
were based on proficiency as a landscape gardener; the officer
that kept his post in attractive order was advanced for that
reason. That is the fight I have been trying to make and main-
tain here for several years. The difficulty is that these depart-
mwents have not been directing their efforts to the business of
building up a fighting machine, but the attention of the Army
and the Navy has been directed to getting more pay and
emoluments out of the United States Treasury and to the social
equation. That has been the line of my fight.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Does the gentleman think the
enlisted man gets too much or too little pay?

Mr. HELM. No; but the officers do.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. But the greater part of the
expenditure is for the pay of the enlisted men,

Mr. HELM. Obh, no; you are dead wrong, my dear fellow.
The pay for these officers of the Army and Navy runs up into
millions and millions.

Now, I am trying to point out some of the defects that are
so glaring that an unskilled and inexperienced layman as my-
gelf can gee; the trouble is that everybody here seems to think
that the whole problem depends on the number of battleships
we have in the Navy and the number of soldiers we have in
the Army, when the fact is that both armies and navies consist
of a number of organizations perfected into a fighting machine.
Please tell me, when gentlemen get up here and show that we
have only one submarine that is capable of submerging, what
fighting efficiency there is in that? It is an indictment of
somebody. We have heard the chairman of the Committee
on Naval Affairs go down the line and prove that while several
of our submarines can be used for some purposes, only one of
them is a perfect machine.

Whose fault is that? The department has been granted al-
most all the money it has asked for, yet the speed of our ships
is too slow, according to a published statement of an ex-Secre-
tary of the Navy, while the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. Garoxer], if I understood him correctly, says our battle-
ships are fitted out with torpedo tubes that never have been
fired. Am I correct in that?

Mr. GARDNER. No. Does the gentleman want to know
what I did say?

Mr. HELM. Yes.

Mr. GARDNER. I quoted from the report of the Chief of
the Burean of Ordnance, Admiral Straus, in which he says:

At present all these vessels—

Referring to battleships anterior to the Nevada and Okla-
homa—in other words, every battleship now complete—
all these vessels are equip with a short-range torpedo, which may
be considered obsolete for the battle fleet.

Mr. HELM. There you are. That is the kind of defect I
am complaining about. Here is the gentleman from Alabama,
Capt. Hosson, asking for the building of four more battleships,
* which, according to his own statement, will be supplied with
ineffective 12-inch shells. He ought to know whether this
statement Is right or wrong, It is a serious statement and a
yital matter.

If our battleships have been supplied with shells

that are to all effects and purposes worthless, have we not in-
curred the risk of being compelled to go into a naval engage-
ment with no ammunition at all? Whose fault is it, and where
does the blame rest? These are some of the fatal defects that
I am trying to point out and am trying to get before the atten-
tion of the House. [Applause.]

Mr. MANN. I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. HuUMPHREY].

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Chairman, a few mo-
ments ago the distinguished leader of the majority [Mr. Ux-
DERWooD] made a plea for economy, and claimed, of course, that
the condition of the Treasury was due to the war, and he is
pleading” for economy upon the ground that the Treasury is
empty. Now, if the condition of the Treasury to-day is due to
lack of customs revenues, I wish that the distingunished leader
had stayed on the floor long enough to explain why it was that
the customs revenues last year, as compared with January, 1913,
decreased over $35,000,000 seven months before the war, Was that
due to the war in Europe? How did it happen that the customs
revenues last February, six months before the war, decreased
$9,900,000? Was that due to the war in Europe? I wish that
some of my mathematical friends on the other side of the aisle
would figure out how we happen to have a deficiency of $70,-
000,000 in the National Treasury due to the falling off of the
customs revenues, due to the war, when the figures just issued
by the Treasury Department show that our imports last year
were only $3,200,000 less than they were in 1913.

Mr. FOWLER, Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
that there is no quorum present. !

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois makes the
point of order that there is no quorum present. The Chair will
count. [After counting.] One hundred and one Members pres-
ent—a quorum,

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Chairman, when the
point of no quornm was made I had just asked that some
mathematical genius arise and enlighten the world as to how
we could lose $70,000,000 of revenues upon $3,200,000 worth of
imports, one-half of which are on the free list.

Referring to the condition of the revenues for just a moment—
in May, 1916, sugar will be on the free list, and we shall lose
$53,000,000 there. In 1916 the present so-called war tax will
end, and we will lose $54,000,000 there. Adding that to the
present deficiency, and in 1916 we will have a deficiency of
$177,000,000 in the National Treasury. When this happens are
you going to guit building a navy entirely? Instead of striking
out a battleship would it not be better to place the tariff back
upon sugar and revive that industry in the South, and take
that much money away from the Sugar Trust and give it to
the Government? Although we have already lost $12.000.000
revenue on sugar, will any man on this floor rise and say that
he has bought a pound of sugar for one cent less? Would it
not be better to restore the duty upon wool and get $15,000 000
into the National Treasury from that source rather than strike
out a battleship? - Will anyone claim we are buying clothes for
less? What are you going to do? Are you going to leave this
country without any protection simply because you have not the
courage to enact a fariff bill that will produce the necessary
revenue? My distinguished friend from Alabama [Mr. U~xpEr-
woop] said that the man who carried a pistol is much more apt
to get into a quarrel than one who does not. Perhaps that is
true. It depends on circumstances. If somebody knew that I
had in my home something that he wanted, and was determined
to break into my house and get it, I would think I would be
very much less apt to have trouble with that gentleman if I
was armed and he knew it, China Is to-day without a pistol.
Shall we imitate her?

Now, I want to turn just for a moment to the Pacific coast.
I asked my distinguished friend from Pennsylvania [Mr. But-
LEr] this morning—I am sorry he is not on the floor at this
moment—how we would protect the Pacific coast if we had war
to-day? His answer was that we were prepared to defend it.
How? He did not tell you. On the Pacific coast it is not a
question of adequate Navy. We have none there. There is now,
and has been for years, but one battleship upon the Pacific.
We do not have ample fortifications. The largest battle
squadron in the world can go right up to the wharves at Bel-
lingham, a town of 25,000 people, without coming within 15
miles of any gun, and there they can take control of three great
transcontinental railroads. Do you tell me that is protection?

Mr. HENSLEY. Will the gentleman yield right there?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Yes.

Mr, HENSLEY. The Pacific coast has not suffered any be-
cause of that situation, has it?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I do not know what the
gentleman means by that.
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Mr. HENSLEY. You say you have but one battleship over
on the Pacific coast. I ask you whether the Pacific coast
has suffered any because of that situation?

Mr. HUMPIREY of Washington. Maybe not, but will the
gentleman pretend to say that one battleship is sufficient pro-
tectl.xlon for the Pacific coast? Is that the argument he wants to
make?

Mr. HENSLEY. Has it not been sufficient?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Oh, yes; and we need not
have had any Navy on that theory. Why do we need a navy on
the Atlantic coast if that argument is good?

Mr. HENSLEY. Why are you so frightened about it right
now?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I will not stop to answer
s0 absurd a proposition as that. The gentleman stands as the
best illostration of the wvalor of ignorance that I have ever
witnessed.

Mr. HENSLEY. “Upon what meat doth this our Cmsar feed
that he is grown so great?”

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I do not feed on the same
that the gentleman does, for I would not make the exhibition
of myself on the floor of this House that he has made. If the
gentleman wants to interrupt again, why, let him come ahead.

Now, Mr. Chairman, when we talk about protection upon the
Pacific eoast the reply always made so far has been that we
do not need to fortify those cities, because they have told us
that an unfortified city would not be attacked in time of war.

We have seen the answer to that in Europe. We know that
if we had a war the great cities of the Pacific coast, if the enemy
could reach them, would be captured and placed under tribute.
But the reply they make is that we have our battleship squadron
which ean be sent through the Panama Canal to the Pacific
coast. What are the facts about that? You let war be declared
to-morrow, and if it was with Japan and she was prepared ex-
actly as we are prepared—and the presumption is that she would
be in much better shape because she would know that she was
going to declare war; but suppose she is in no better shape than
we are—a battleship squadron from Japan would reach Puget
Sound two weeks before you could possibly get our squadron
there. What protection would our battleship squadron be to the
Pacific coast two weeks after the Japanese squadron had been
there? Gentlemen who make the statement ought to study their
geography. Take down your map and look at it, and you will
see that from Panama, when you are through the canal, to
Seattle is almost the same distance as it is from Seattle to
Yokohama. We must have a squadron through the canal and
on the Pacific Ocean before we would be on equal terms with a
squadron starting from Japan.

Gentlemen apparently lose sight of that. We on the Pacific
coast have always supported the naval bill but have not re-
ceived any benefits from it. We have been left absolutely un-
protected. We believe that we are still a part of the Union.
We think that when we are paying the taxes we ought to re-
ceive some consideration. There is not a man on the floor of
this House on either side who will stand up in his place now and
for one moment say that the Pacific coast is protected from
attack. The only thing they say is, “Oh, we can defend the
Pacific.” How? These boasts do not have much weight. I
sometimes think that that class of men—unintentionally, of
course—honest, patriotic as any of us, who talk this way, who
say that we can raise a million men overnight and that we could
defeat any enemy without guns or ammunition; who say, as the
gentleman from Massachusetts said; who think that we could
swim out and sink these fleets—while they are sincere, I think
they are doing the country great injury. If statements of that
kind were made by a foreigner, how quickly you would resent it
and reach the conclusion that they were doing that only to
throw us off our guard. As one man from the Pacific coast, I
believe that the only protection to that coast, the greatest guar-
anty of peace, is in the Navy. I do not advocate a great standing
Army, althongh I would like to see it larger than it now is;
but to spend a reasonable amount for the Navy, as a protection
for the Pacific coast, is the best guaranty for peace. [Ap-
plause.]

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I make the point that no
quorum is present.

Mr. MANN. I hope the gentleman will withheld his point of
order for a moment.

Mr. FOWLER. I will withhola it.

Mr. MANN. I had figured upon giving 5 minutés more to
the gentleman from Washington, but as he does not want it I
will be glad to yield it to my colleague from Illinois.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois yields 5
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FowrLer].

Mr. HOBSON. And the chairman has yielded 5 minutes fo
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FowrLer], which makes 10
minutes. I ask the gentleman from Illinois if he will not with-
druw; his point of no quorum in the interest of expediting busi-
ness?

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman from Tennessee yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Illinois?

Mr. PADGETT. Yes. :

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I renew my point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois makes the
point of order that no quorum is present. The Chair will count.
[After counting.] One hundred and one Members are present—
a quorum,

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, just at this point, while
Members are here, I want to make a suggestion. The gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr, Fowrer] has notified me that he in-
tends to make continued points of no gquorum. I am going to
ask the House to remain in session to-night until we pass thig
bill. If Members will stay here and maintain a quorum, it will
expedite the passage of the bill. If they do not remain here, it
will be just that much more inconvenience for Members and
will delay the adjournment to-night. I hope that Members will
stay on the floor and avoid that necessity.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I understand from the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Fowrer] that I am to have the 5 minutes which
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr; Maxn] yielded to him. I will
¥ield to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr, Fowrer] 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understood the gentleman from
Illinois to yield 5 minutes to his colleague from Illinois.

Mr., PADGETT. I am to have the 5 minutes that the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. Maxn] yielded to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. FowLER].

Mr. MANN. What is. that?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands the chairman of
the committee proposes to yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr., FowrLer], provided the gentleman from Illi-
nois [AMr. MANN] yields him the § minutes that he yielded to
Mr. FOWLER,

Mr, MANN. I decline to do that.

Mr, PADGETT. Then, Mr. Chairman, I have yielded my
time and I have only 5 minutes remaining, which I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FowrLEr].

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, we have just witnessed a
most wonderful performance on the floor of this House. This
paragraph provides for two battleships, but the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. Hoeson] has offered an amendment for four.
We have debated this amendment for more than an hour, and
now it is proposed to debate it for two hours more, and at the
end of that time the debate upon this paragraph and all amend-
ments thereto is to be closed.

Mr. Chairman, there are Members here on the floor of the
House who believe that our Navy is weak and inefficient be-
cause of the slowness of our war vessels and a failure to equip
them with high explosive shells. We have been led to believe
that when we reached this paragraph we would be given an
opportunity to offer amendments and ample time to debate these
important features, but by the action of the chairman of the
Committee on Naval Affairs [Mr. Papcerr], aided by a few
men of his type, we are deprived of such opportunity, Now in
order to allay our outraged feelings he and the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Max~N] generously propose to yield fo us 10
minutes in which to present our views. Our disappolntinerit
can only be measured by our bitter contempt for such conduct,
and I denounce it as an outrage not only upon the American
Navy but upon the American people. Such offer to contribute
this crumb of time to me is no inducement to me to keep quiet
while wrongs are being committed against the welfare of my
country. I would not consent to the compromise of any mat-
ter, however great or important to me personally, if in doing so
it carried with it the compromise of my own honor or the honor
of my country.

Mr, Chairman, it is well known, not only in America, but to
the people throughout the civilized countries of the world, that
the speed of the American Navy drops down so low that it De-
comes a tub as compared with the other navies of the world.
The speed of our dreadnaughts will not average more than 14
to 18 knots. The greatest speed claimed for any of them is 21
knots, while most of them have a much less speed; whereas
the speed of the dreadnaught type of other ecountries such as
Great Britain, Germany, Japan, Russia, and even the least
country which c¢laims to be a naval power, Italy, is 25 knots.
Yet our tub Navy drags along year after year under the in-
fluence of a spell thrown over Congress which is like the spell
thrown over the king and his audience at the appearance of
Banquo's ghost. From what source this spell comes I am unablg
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to say, but when I was a member of the Illinois Legislature I
saw spells come over that body, and when I saw leading Demo-
eratic members and leading Ilepublican members hugging and
kissing each other in and about the capitol and walking leisurely
in arms to the hotels it meant the planning for and final di-
vision of a jack pot.

Mr. Chairman, there is an invisible force, an unﬂercurmnt
influence which permeates some of the greatest affairs of our
Government. The Armor Trust has played its part most skill-
fully, and the only man in the Department of the Navy who
has ever had enough courage to beard this lion in his den was
Hon. H. A. Herbert, Secretary of the Navy under Mr. Cleve-
land, until the present Secretary of the Navy, Hon. Josephus
Daniels, arrived on the scene. In both of his annual reports he
denounced this infamous, mottled, and many-angled concern as
a highwayman, criminally holding him up in naval contracts.

Mr. Chairman, some of the Members of Congress have been
studying the philosophy of modern naval engagements abroad
and have come to the conclusion that we should not only in-
crease the speed of our war vessels but that we should equip
them with high-explosive shells, and we are anxious to offer
amendments at this juncture, as it is the only place in the bill
which will permit such amendments to be offered without en-
countering the shoals of points of order, which would be
promptly made and which would be just as promptly sustained,
but by an arrangement which has been perfected by the influ-
ence of the chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs we are
absolutely cut off from offering an amendment for that purpose.
Members on the other side of the aisle wanted to offer such
amendments——

Mr. BUTLER, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOWLER. Yes; I always yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BUTLER. I thank the gentleman very much. Does the
gentleman know that those fast battle cruisers cost $22,000,000
cach?

Mr. FOWLER. No; I do nof know it; but on the other hand
I have consulted experts, as great experts as live in this
country, and they say that if those two vessels that we are
about to authorize were constructed on the battle-cruiser type
we would save $3,000

Mr. BUTLER.
given to us.

Mr. FOWLER. That is the report I received, and I sub-
mitted the question to one of the greatest naval experts in-the
world. Mr. Chairman, if the American Congress could get a
fair opportunity to debate the guestion of the speed and char-
acter of the explosives on these two vessels I have no doubt
but that we would find a majority on the floor of the House
to-day in favor of both increasing the speed and supplying them
with high-explosive shell.

HICH SPEED IS THE LIFE OF A NAVY.

Mr. Chairman, about a dozen years ago Great Britain began
to increase the speed of her warships. Up to that time her bat-
tleships had a speed of 17 and 18 knots. Her armored cruisers
had a speed of 20 to 22 knots. This was practically the speed
of the battleships and armored ecruisers of the naval powers
of the world, such as Germany, United States, France, Japan,
Russia, and Italy. Apperently no effort had been made prior
to this date to excel in speed, naval genius having been em-
ployed in a desperate struggle to produce on the one hand an
armor plate so thick and so tough that it could not be pene-
trated by a projectile, while on the other side an equally des-
perate effort had been made to produce a shell which could
penetrate the most perfect armor. This rivalry developed the
kruppized nickel armor and the armor-piercing shell; both sides
were claiming the victory.

Just about this time two high-explosive shells made their
appearance in naval circles. They were both invented by
Americans—Gathman and Isham. Gathman used guncotton as
an explosive and Isham used trinitrotoluol. Each of these
inventors claimed that his shell could be thrown out of a gun
at long range and that on striking a vessel it would explode
and sink the ship.

In 1907 Great Britain decided to drop the armored cruiser
and planned the construction of the battle cruiser with a high
speed. Critics, not only in Great Britain but in all naval
circles, condemned this new type of warship. The advantages
‘of this new ship are summed up in an editorial by the editor of
the Naval and Military Record, a British week]y magazine,
page T2. I quote the last paragraph:

“We owe the critics of the battle cruiser a debt of gratitude.
Despite their activity they did not succeed in deflecting the
admiralty from its policy except for a very short period, when
money was scarce and the needs of the navy in other directions

,000.
That is not according to the information

insistent. The naval authorities persisted in the construction
of battle cruisers, and, happily, the Dominions provided two
others, raising the total number to 10. And then, at last, in
the Queen Elizabeth class they evolved the apotheosis of the
battle cruiser in which, owing to the substitution of oil for

coal and the consequent saving of weight, we obtained a ship

with a speed exceeding that of any large cruiser in the world
in combination with gun power and armament superior to
those of any other battleships built or building for service un-
der any foreign flag. The debt which we owe to critics of the
battle eruiser rests upon the assumption that they were in some
measure responsible for the failure of other naval powers to
imitate our policy and build battle cruisers. The only two
nations which realized the value of this type were Germany
and Japan. Tortunately, the enemy laid down only one vessel
every year, and equally fortunately her strength in effective
ships of this class has from one cause and another been
steadily reduced. The Goeben is lost; the Von der Tann, if
not lost, is missing; and the Seydlitz and Derflinger are evi-
dently out of action for several months. On the other hand,
we still possess almost unimpaired the immense advantage
which our margin of strength in vessels of this type confers
upon us.”

Germany soon followed Great Britain and Japan came in
later on, and now Russia has four battle eruisers ordered for
1016. At the beginning of the European war Great Britain had
10 of these fast cruisers, with a speed of 27 to 85 knots. Ger-
many had 5, with 3 more ordered, with a speed of 27 to 29
knots. Japan had 2 and 2 building, with a speed of 27 and
28 knots. Besides, Great Britain has increased her dread-
naughts to 25 knots. She mow has 4 completed and 4 more
building. Germany has increased hers to 23 knots, Italy has
increased hers to 25 knots, and Japan and France have in-
creased theirs to 22 knots. TUnited States has stood still.

Just what success may be attained by a fleet of fast vessels
can be more accurately ascertained by turning our attention to
the naval engagements which have taken place between the
British and German fleets since last July. Two decisive bat-
tles have been fought. One off the coast of Falkland Islands
and the other on the North Sea.

In the battle off Falkland Islands the German fleet consisted
of five vessels. The Scharnhorst and Gneisenau, armored
cruisers, with a speed of 22 knots, the Leipzig, a cruiser, and
Nurnberg, auxilinry cruiser, both of low speed, were all sunk.
The British fleet was made up of fast battle cruisers, among
which were the Invincible and Inflexible, with a speed of 28
knots, It is reported that the Lion, of 31 knots, was also there.
It was a fight between low speed and little guns and high speed
and big guns. The result was a complete victory for high
speed and big guns.

In the battle on the North Sea the British and German fleets
were more evenly matched in point of speed and guns. The
Germans had four big ships, one armored cruiser, the Bliicher,
of 26 knots, and three battle cruisers, the Sepdlitz and the
Derfllinger, of 27 knots each, and the Molike, with 28 knots,
The British fleet had at least five battle eruisers, the New
Zealand, 26 knots, the Indomitable, 28 knots, the Tiger, 20
knots, the Lion, 81 knots, and the Princess Royal, 34 knots. The
Bliicher was the slowest German ship in the fight, and she was
the only ship that was sunk. Twenty-six knots proved to be too
slow in a running fight and emphasizes the advantage of high
speed over low speed.

Viee Admiral Sir David Beatty was in command of the Eng-
lish fleet, and in his report of the battle, found on page 70 of
the Naval and Military Record of England, February 3, 1915, he
says: “The situation developed by degrees info a stern chase.
Speed was worked up to 28 and 29 knots, and the enemy were
gradually being overhauled. At about 18,000 yards slow and
deliberate fire was opened, and we began to hit at a range of
17,000 yards. * * * The result of the action was the
Bliicher sunk and two other battle cruisers very heavily on fire
and seriously damaged.” On page 71 of the same periodieal,
under the head of “ The naval outlook,” a French correspond-
ent says: “The new victory of Admiral Beatty * * * is
held to be a striking confirmation of the lesson of the battle of
the Falkland Islands, once more demonstrating that speed, com-
bined with superior caliber, enables the admiral that possesses
such assets to force an unwilling enemy to fight and select the
range at which crushing concentration of fire can be best real-
ized with the maximum of results and the minimum risk.”

Mr. Chairman, the Scientific American of February 6, 1915,
page 128, in commenting on the efficiency of the American
Navy, says:

“The predreadnaught, because of its slow speed and in-
ferior gun power, would be unable to stand up

in the battle
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line against modern dreadnaughts. * * * Tt would seem
that our Navy has at last come around to the recognition of
the great strategic and practical value of the fast and heavily
armed battle cruisers which undoubtedly have done the most
work thus far in naval warfare.”

The wish of the author of this language certainly is father
to the thought, for as a matter of fact no such policy has been
recommended by the Department of the Navy or the Committee
on Naval Affairs. Many of us have been fighting for such a
policy for the last four years, but those who have had charge
of the appropriation bills for the Navy have invariably used
their skill and power to defeat us, and they have succeeded
in doing so.

All other naval powers have fast battle cruisers with a
speed ranging from 25 to 35 knots, and ordinary eommon sense
and patriotism demand that we should have them; and we
would have them if Congress could free itself from the para-
lyzing influence of the armor trust. The Scientific American,
on the same page referred to above, says:

“In addition to the vessels shown, the United States Navy
includes 18 old cruisers of various out-of-date types, vessels
which if used for makeshiff scouts would be in danger of de-
struction by the swift and powerfully armed modern scouts
and high-speed battle cruisers, of which the leading foreign
nations possess o many.”

In an editorial of January 26, 1915, the Washington Post, in
commenting upon the results of this unfortunate event, under
th;adheading ‘ Big guns and swift ships most perfect defense,”
said:

“ Sunday’s encounter between British and German warships
in the North Sea was a fair, open fight, with the opponents
fairly well matched. The victory went to the British fleet be-
cause of large guns and because one of the German battle
cruisers was overmatched in speed. * * * Admiral Crad-
dock’s big ships went down before heavier guns off the Chilean
coast. Admiral von Spee, who defeated him, was in turn de-
feated, losing his squadron and his life off the Falkland Islands,
when he encountered heavier guns and speedier ships. Now, the
German squadron in the North Sea is beaten by speedier ships
with bigger guns.

“Is any more evidence required by Congress as to the kind of
vessels that should be provided for the United States Navy?
Great Britain and Germany have furnished an object lesson to
the United States that is priceless if heeded. The strongest
and most effective defense that the United States can provide is
a Navy of swift ships mounting the largest guns that can be
turned out.”

Mr. Chairman, it is said that the chameleon, a lizard-like ani-
mal of Africa, often becomes agitated, one portion of his body
trying to go one way and the other part irying to go another
way, which renders him unable to move at all. This more
clearly represents the attitude of those charged with responsi-
bility of furnishing America with an efficient navy.

HIGH EXPLOSIVE SHELLS.

Mr. Chairman, it is well known to all naval experts that
high-explosive shells can be successfully used in naval warfare.
In the present European war they have been employed by all of
the warring nations, both on land and sea, and have proved to
be the most destructive of all other projectiles. These shells
were first used by Japan in naval warfare at the battle of
Tsushima in 1805. In this battle Russia had eight battleships
supplied with armor-piercing shells, while Japan had only four
battleships, but equipped with high-explosive ghells. By this
advantage Japan was able to destroy the Russian fleet with but
little damage to her own fleet.

In a target practice in 1911 at the mouth of Chesapeake Bay
one high-explosive shell was sufficient to sink the Puritan. In
November, 1913, the British navy, in a target practice, the
Empress of India being used as the target, at a range of 17,000
yards, tore holes like great lock gates in her sides by high-
explosive sghells, In the siege of Liege in 1914 one high-explo-
sive shell, thrown at long range from a big siege gun by the
Germans, destroyed a mighty fort and killed 150 men.

Mr. Chairman, both the army and navy of every important
country in the world are supplied with these modern high-
explosive shells. But neither the Army or Navy nor the
coast defense of America is supplied with them, yet they were
invented by an American, who has offered us the use of his
patent without cost. Admiral Strauss, chief of the Bureau of
Naval Ordnance, says they are dangerous and without practical
virtue, overestimated, and a delusion. This in the face of the
tests which we have made with marvelous results—the destruc-
tion of the Russian fleet by Japan in 1905 by high-explosive
shells, and the dreadful wholesale destruction of the strongest

forts in the world during the present European war. Admiral,
you had better get your ear to the ground. Something is going
to happen.

THE TORPEDO DIVING SHELL,

At the mouth of the Chesapeake Bay a few days ago, Mr.
Chairman, I witnessed a most wonderful test with a torpedo
diving shell, fired from a 12-inch gun with a velocity that would
give it a range equal to the longest range at which a ship can
be seen. When this shell struck the water it did not ricochet
like other shells, but it took the water and ran forward 100 to
200 feet and then exploded, throwing up a large columu of
water, as a submarine mine would do. Had it encountered a
war vessel in its path it would have exploded immediately upon
striking it. I was informed by a naval expert who was present
that former tests made with this shell demonstrated that an
impact with the thinnest plate on a torpedo boat, or even a
periscope of a submarine boat, was sufficient to cause the shell
to explode immediately.

This marvelous experiment proves that this shell is destined
to open up a new field in naval warfare. Henceforth torpedo
shells may be fired through the air with the range and accuracy
of other ghells, and in addition to the deadly effect which will
result on striking the vessel of the enemy, they may be made to
strike the water in front of the vessel and dive under it and
then explode against the most tender parts of the vessel with the
most deadly effects. Mines may be planted by guns at long range.

The advent of the torpedo diving shell will render armor plate
less useful, since it attacks a ship where it is not and can not
be protected by armor. Moreover, the underwater part of a
ship is a much larger target than that protected by armor;
hence the probability of hitting a ship in its most tender parts
and destroying it is much greater than the probability of hit-
ting the armored parts. These tests demonstrate that a tor-
pedo shell is available that will destroy any kind of a ship, from
the heaviest dreadnaught down to the smallest torpedo boat
or submarine, without even hitting them, and independent of
their armor protection.

I am informed, Mr. Chairman, that it is the intention to
charge these shells with trinitrotoluol, an explosive which, I
understand, is perfectly safe. Now, if the Department of the
Navy will supply the 28 battleships which the General Board of
the Navy says are outranged and defenseless against fast ships
having heavier guns in foreign navies with torpedo shells, the
efficiency of the Navy may be vastly improved at a very small
cost. If the Department of the Navy is sincere in its demand
for greater battleship strength, it can be secured at once by sup-
plying our old ships with these torpedo diving shells, thereby
adding to our Navy fighting strength which is not possessed by
any other navy in the world.

Mr. Chairman, on looking into the history of the high-
explosive shell, I find it has been before Congress and this
country for about 16 years. That during this period the ad-
vantages of fast warships equipped with these shells have been
continuously urged by the inventor. Other countries recog-
nizing the advantage of these modern inventions have built
fast ships and equipped them with high-explosive shells, while
we have adhered to a policy which has made our Navy
the laughingstock of naval experts and the eyesore of those
responsible for its inefficiency. The torpedo, the mine, the
submarine, the turreted battleship, and nearly every other
vaJuable invention in naval warfare are the inventions of

Americans, and this crowning invention, the torpedo diving -

shell, which supplements all of these, is the invention of an
American—Mr. Isham—and he should not only have credit for
it, but America should have the advantage of appropriating its
use to the exclusion of all other nations.

Like the great Ericsson, Mr, Isham is an engineer. He has
gained international distinetion in his profession by his works
in three countries, and it is as an engineer rather than as an
inventor that he has developed his new and wonderful system
of attack. In unprejudiced circles Mr. Isham stands very
high, and in order that Congress may give more attention to
his splendid ideas with a view of securing his inventions for
the benefit of our Navy I hereby quote what I recently heard
an admiral of our Navy say concerning his ability, which was
this: “I regard him"—meaning Mr. Isham—*“as the highest
authority in the United States on the use of high-explosive
shells and their use in warfare.”

Should Ameriea, through her Congress and Navy Department,
fail to take the advantages of this shell and permit it to fall into
the hands of other nations, it would certainly be a big blunder,
if not a crime.

Mr. Chairman, those who have been charged with the re-
gponsibility of furnishing America with an efficient, up-to-date
Navy must certainly begin to feel the weight of public criticism
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during these troublesome times of wholesale bloodshed. They
know that speed, long-range guns, torpedo shells, and torpedo
diving shells are elements of strength. All of these are within
easy reach and a failure to incorporate them in the future
additions to our Navy will be good caunse for retirement from
public life. The nation which attains superiority in the speed
of ler ships, in the size and range of her guns, and in the
size and explosive force of her shells will be able to control
the high seas and dictate the commercial policy of the world.

Mr, MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gentle-
man from Towa [Mr. GREEN].

AMr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, a few years ago it was
common to brag of our Navy, and Fourth of July orators often
expressed unbounded confidence in our ability to * whip all cre-
ation.” I never was in accord with this boastful spirit, which
so often gave just offense to foreign nations, and if the only
effect of the statements of those who defend a larger Navy was
to silence these empty vaporings and raise the standard of effi-
ciency in our fleets the result would be highly beneficial. Un-
fortunately, there are many critics of the Navy who are neither
temperate nor accurate, Alarmists in the press and pessimists
in Congress have assumed that a great conflict was impending
and have gloomily predicted that in case of war our fleet would
be annihilated, our coast towns bombarded, our territory in-
vaded, and our national existence only saved by the payment of
an immense ransom. The country at large has been astounded
and terrified by these reckless assertions. Many whose opinion
of the real conditions is based upon these erroneous statements
have been clamoring for large additions to the Army and Navy,
and, without stopping to think that the cost would not be con-
fined to millions of dollars, but would run into billions, have
demanded that we should have a Navy powerful enough to over-
come that of any other nation.

Mr. Chairman, I can not claim to have had experience in the
Navy, like the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Hossox], but I do
not belong to the list of those who do not know how many
dreadnaughts we have in our own Navy, nor what their arma-
ment is, and who have been referred to by the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Garpser]. I have, as the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. Hossox] suggested, made some study of these
matters in the light of history and past events, and in the light
of the lessons as I read them a conflict with England is so highly
improbable as to be practically impossible, and a conflict with
Japan is so many years away as to make it a remote possibility
indeed. If England desired a war with this country, this is not
the time that she would seek it. She had her opportunity many
years ago, when we ourselves invited it. During a prior Demo-
cratic administration, that of Mr. Cleveland, we issued to Eng-
land, through the message of the President, what was practically
an ultimatom on a subject as to which it afterwards developed
we were entirely in error if not absolutely in the wrong. At that
time our Navy was weak indeed. England’'s Navy was then so
much more powerful than ours as to make our fleet insignificant
in comparison. No other international complications at that time
troubled England. There was no danger that any other country
would make war upon her. An unparalleled opportunity was then
presented had England desired to have war with this Nation,
This opportunity will never again present itself. HEngland is now
engaged in a conflict which will drain her resources for years to
come and put war with us ouf of consideration. It was fortunate
for us at that time that England did not call the bluff that we
made, for it was more or less of a bluff; and it was fortunate
also for England herself, because a conflict between this great
Nation and that other great nation would not only be a calamity
t? the vanquished, but in only a lesser degree a calamity to the
vietor.

Our Navy is, indeed, much inferior to that of England—so
much so that it is doubtful whether it would be possible for us
to overtake that nation even if we put no limit upon expendi-
ture. But we do not need such a navy any more than we need
forts along the boundary line between us and Canada. The
English Government has announced that it does not take into
consideration the possibility of a war with this Nation, and we
do not need to prepare for ii.

- It has been intimated that we are in danger of conflict
with Japan. Japan is a poor nation, and is to-day in the
throes of a financial and industrial depression. It s in urgent
need of money, but it is so deficient in resources that its peo-
ple are to-day groaning under the weight of taxation with
which they are oppressed. Count Okuma in a recent public
address said that the present war was a great finaneial and
economic injury. When her last Parliament recently added
$50,000,000 to their budget in order to pay the expenses of the
war in which she is now engnged, the action precipitated a riot

on the streets of Tokyo, and the ministry was compelled to re-
sign. The Emperor dissolved the Parliament and new elections
were called, to the end that some method might be devised to
lessen the national burdens,

Let me say in this connection also, as showing the determina-
tion of England not to enter into conflict with us, that while
Japan’s alliance with England is both offensive and defensive,
when Japan protested against the action of California, England
had the Unifed States excepted from the treaty which created
this alliance in case of war between us and Japan.

Why it should be thought that in the midst of her financial
difficulties Japan is seeking to cross swords with a nation like
our own, which has a much stronger Navy and resources so
much greater, is difficult to comprehend. Japan does uot
need more territory. It now has Korea, Formosa, and half of
the great island of Sakhalin, only partially developed. There
is plenty of room in these regions for its surplus population,
and its statesmen realize that its future greatness must depend
nof so much upon its career in war as in the development of
the arts of peace. It seems to be thought that it is a compara-
tively easy task for Japan to sail some 4,000 or 5,000 miles
across the Pacific Ocean and attack our western coast. All
naval experts have pronounced it to be a stupendous undertak-
ing. Japan has not a single naval base on the way. It has no
opportunity to replenish its navy, to keep up its supplies, and
satisfactorily provide for its ships on that long voyage. An ex-
pedition of that kind would be of a nature that has mnever
bean undertaken in all the history of war—and, in my judg-
ment, never will be. Let me say in this connection also, since
gentlemen talk so easily of hostile fleets bombarding our coasts,
that never in the history of modern naval warfare has any
commander attempted or even thought of placing his vessels
under the fire of half-way eflicient coast defenses.

Even in the war which we had with Spain none of our ad-
mirals ever thought for a moment of putting his fleet under the
fire of such antiquated fortifications as existed at Havana.

Mr. GARDNER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEN of Towa. I will

Mr. GARDNER. Was not that because they could land at
Santiago?

Mr., GREEN of Iowa. Oh, no. If we could have bombarded
Havana we woilld have done =0 and forced its surrender.

Mr. GARDNER. But did not, because there were plenty of
other places to land.

Mr. GREEN of Towa. Not at all.

Mr. GARDNER. That is what Admiral Fletcher said in his
testimony.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. He was speaking of another matter.

Gentlemen seem to talk as if there was no way of protecting
Puget Sound from the attack of a hostile fleet. They say that
its fortifications are insufficient. If this is so, they should make
a plea to the committee on fortifications.

Puget Sound presents a region that is most highly adapted
for mining and can be fully protected in that way. Gentlemen
remember that in the recent battle in the North Sea the British
fleet stopped 70O miles from Helgoland on account of the mines
and suobmarines, and yet the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
Hossox] talks of a hostile fleet not merely making some raid on
an unfortified place, like the Germans .made on England, but
actually capturing our naval stations without any efficient resist-
ance.

I know the gentleman has had the benefit of actual experience
in warfare, but a much higher officer, one of our admirals, who
has had a much longer and more varied experience, has testi-
fied that our ports are actually overfortified; yet it is assumed
that a hostile fleet could run past the forts without injury and
disregard the mines and submarines. Let us look abroad for
some lessons. The English fleet is far superior to that of Ger-
many, yvet it never ventures in sight of the German coast, and
its commanders have adopted the.only safe and practical policy.
In this commection I observe that some gentlemen have airily
spoken of an enemy’s fleet landing a great army upon our open
coast as if it were some easy and trifling matter. Mr. Chair-
man, a fleet of transports engaged as it would be for days in
landing an army by small boats would afford the finest target
for submarines that could possibly be imagined. Gentlemen
forget, also, that warships can not suecessfully defend such a
fleet ngainst an equal hostile force. No naval commander would
think of organizing such an expedition until our vessels of war
had been defeated and at least half of them sentf to the bottom
of the ocean.

I do not wish to overlook Germany. Tt is said that her navy
is more powerful than ours. This may be, although it is a
matter of some dispute. Offensively our fleets can fire a heavier
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broadside, although their tonnage is less; and the effects of the
present war, of which I wish to say more later, are rapidly
being manifested. Since the war began, Germany has lost 45
armed vessels altogether and about 20 of her regular navy,
among which were her best armored cruisers. She has more
dreadnaughts than we, but our battleships are more numerous
and more powerful. More than this, the German Navy wus
evidently not built for a campaign across the ocean. Some-
thing like 20 of her battleships do not ecarry enough coal to
enable them to safely cross in war times. Germany has, it is
true, more fast ships, but our Navy was built to fight and
not to run away; to defend our coasts, not to chase merchant
vessels. ;

It is not necessary, however, that I should pursue these
comparisons. From every point of view, Mr. Chairman, we
are less in danger of war than at any time since our national
existence began. :

We are most happily situated. We have no territory that
any other nation seeks to possess, and we neither need nor
covet the possessions of any other mation. However much we
may disagree as to the cause of the great conflict now raging in
Europe, we must all agree that whatever may have been its
cause it has no connection or relation to our situation. A wide
cxpanse of ocean separates us from the great powers, and
thousands of miles of water make a barrier superior to any
fortifications,

Why, Mr. Chairman, should any nation desire a conflict with
us? Assuming that there is some nation animated by a spirit
of aggression wiich seeks new fields to conguer, why should
it select one of the greatest and most powerful countries of the
world as an easy victim? In the continent south of us are
found other and smaller nations, with cities second only to
New York and Chicago in population, abounding in wealth, yet
with an army inferior to our own and a navy which could not
oppose an effectual resistance. Here, also, are vast regions but
little populated, which seem to invite rather than repel inva-
gion, yet none of the nations of South America seem to be in
fear of aggression. Some may say that this is because of the
Monroe doctrine, which binds us to protect them; but all of
theze nations have manifested a desire to repudiate this prin-
ciple. They do not ask for our protection, and the fears and
terrors of invasion which seem to excite so many of our people
are enfirely wanting among them, for they believe they are able
to protect themselves.

Sitnated as we are with reference to other nations, there must
be somewhere a golden mean between those who want the
strongest navy in the world and those who think it already
larger than is necessary. The true rule, I consider to be, that
our Navy need not be large enough for the purpose of aggression,
nor should it be so small that it could not be relied upon
for defense. The two dreadnaughts provided for in this bill
will cost $15,000,000 each and $1,000,000 each year they are in
service. But surely we can afford, and ought to have, a better
nayy than so poor a nation as Japan, and if we are to preserve
our superiority we must make some additions. The value of
the submarine, particularly as a weapon of defense, has been
demonstrated, and we should add the 16 provided by the bill,
together with the large seagoing submarine. The additions to
the Navy provided by the bill are reasonable, and should not be
reduced.

The great powers of Europe are now engaged in a life-and-
death struggle, into which each is now casting the last man and
the last dollar. This frightful cataclysm has already absorbed
the flower of the youth of each nation and strained their finan-
cial resources to the point of breaking. The torch of war has
left smoking ruins of great eities and spread devastation
through smiling lands. The German casualties to date have
been over 2,000,000, and the allies, including prisoners, have
lost far more. The cost to Great Britain for war expenses is
about $10,000,000 a day, to Germany perhaps a little less, but
the total loss to the five great powers, including commercial
losses, is now estimated at the staggering sum of $25,000,000,000.
Apparently it must continue until both sides are utterly ex-
hausted. In any event the victors in such a war can not re-
cover for half a century.

Mr. Chairman, among these warring nations there is scarcely
a household that is not in mourning; there is not a business,
profession, or oceupation that is not erushed with the burdens
of war taxes; each day chronicles the failure of more business
houses; each hour extends further the long list of the dead
and dying. Can anyone believe any of these belligerents now
wishes to add another nation to its opponents? Will it be
claimed that when this war ends any will be so bereft of sense
and reason as to plan to attack the ope great power whose
rasources in men and money are as yet untouched? Should we

not, on the contrary, expect that when it ends they will turn
their attention again to peaceful pursuits and seek to restore
their shattered resources?

Mr. Chairman, it is fortunate indeed that we as a people have
never been imbued with the spirit of aggrandizement, for if we
were inclined to aggression a navy more powerful than that of
mest nations would be an incentive to war. In the final analysis
all our greatest protection against war must be in our capacity
to act justly and deal honorably as a nation. We should be
big and strong morally as well as physically if we would avoid
conflict, and our size should never lead us to impose on weaker
natioms. Thus may we lead the march of nations, not in war's
cruelties and barbarities, but in the arts of peace and in the
cause of morality and religion. Then when new generations
view our wonderful prosperity and happiness, in contrast with
nation-wide wreck and ruin—the only result of the sacrifice of
countless lives—they will turn in horror from another conflict
of nations, and this will be the last great war.

Mr. PADGETT. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. BATHRICK].

Mr. BATHRICK. Mr, Chairman, I want to make a startling
statement to this House, and I want to make it in the brief time
given me. I want to invite your attention to this diagram
which T have drawn on ecardboard, and I will show you how to
take 12 of the obsolete battleships and put them in as a live
part of our efficient fighting force. We put in the bill the other
day an amendment to compel the Navy Department to cease
purchasing 12-inch armor-piercing shells until they had proven
that these 12-inch shells could penetrate 10 inches of armor at
a distance of 12,000 yards. Now, let us see how the armor-
piercing shell acts on the water. This diagram is supposed to
illustrate the armor-piercing shell fired from this gun, pointed

to strike the water near the vessel that is fired at. If it strikes .

the water at this point, it ricochets over the vessel. If it does
not ricochet, it explodes instantly on contact with the water, and
the shot is lost. It is a miss. Suppose this armor-piercing shell
hits. This is the angle of the trajectory, and you see it comes
over and strikes at an angle to the armor; it does not sirike
the armor plate squarely. We have been experimenting at
Indianhead with different charges of powder, firing armor-
piercing shells for years. By these experiments at short dis-
tances they got a theoretical trajectory, and because they
plerced through armor plate under experimental conditions
they have considered for years that they could pierce armor
plate at 6 miles’ distance, or 12,000 yards; but when they ex-
perimented by actually shooting these shells at 12,000 yards
they could not pierce the armor.

Our subcommittee on armor and armament of the Committee
on Naval Affairs and others saw this; it is of record, and every-
one should be willing to admit it. Nevertheless, it is insisted
that we must go on building millions of dollars worth of those
armor-plercing shells of the same alleged type thut they have
been using. We want them to experiment with this explosive
shell, which we have demonstrated will do as shown in this
diagram. Notice this trajectory [indicating]. Suppose this
shell strikes near the target; it will run on the water, and will
not ricochet, and then it will sink and explode. If it explodes
within 15 or 20 feet of the vessel—and this has been experi-
mented with and proven—it will eave in that part of the ves-
sel below the water line. Again, if it hits the vessel fairly, it
will explode 180 pounds of a powerful explogive, with disas-
trous results to the ship. For 16 years the inventor of this
shell has been working to get it before the attention of the
Navy Department, and has met with remarkable and almost
inexplicable obstacles. That was what that amendment was
for the other day—to force these people to stop buying these
armor-piercing shells of 12-inch diameter until they demon-
strated that they have an armor-piercing shell that will pierce
armor at 12,000 yards and be an effective projectile. The ex-
perience in Europe shows that 12,000 yards is the minimum war
range; and, that being true, the armor-piercing shell is of little
use to us.

Mr. HOBSON. The Chief of Ordnance, Admiral Twining,
was asked this question: :

At what range can 10-inch K. C. armor be penetrated by 12-inch
armor-plercing shells if they be fired with 2,850 foot-seconds velocity ?

And his answer was:
Nineteen thousand yards, if the impact on armor is normal.

Mr. BATHRICK. Showing how badly he is mistaken.

Mr. HOBSON. And now they are not willing to have that
put down to 12,000,

Mr. BATHRICK. Showing they are nbsolutely mistaken.
The real purpose of the shell is to get it through the armor and
have it explode on the inside. No such result has been attained
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in practice at 12,000 yards. It has been proven inconirovertibly,
to anybody with reasonable intelligence, that explosive shells
have come in use by foreign nations, and we want the depart-
ment to try out this shell here. If you vote down the amend-
ment that we got inte the bill, they will keep on buying these
armor-plercing shells which will not pierce, although we have
a very large stock of them now and a sufficient surplus.

I append a letter to me from Mr, Isham, inventor of the
shell :

Hon. ELLsworTH R. BATHRICK,
Member Bubcommittee on Ordnance Tests,
House of Representatives.

8ir: Our naval strength is vested in battleships. The value of a
battleship is dependent upon the projectile 1t' employs. If this is
ineﬂic[en?. the battleship 1s worthless. The Navy Department now
acknowledges that armor-piercing Emjectilea' can not penetrate even
10-inch armor at 12,000 yards. Then why are they placing 13%-inch
armor on our battleships Three years ago Admiral Twining stated
before the House Naval Commitfee that the 12-inch guns could
penetrate 10-inch armor at 19,000 yards. I was accused on the floor
of the House of slandering that officer because 1 branded it as a
misstatement. They are now exerting every effort to show that our
armor-piercing shells are the best in the world, and that the supply
of them must not be restricted by comgilllnf them to be able to
penetrate a 10-inch plate at 12,000 gsr f these armor-plerch:ﬁ
shells are inecapable of doing this, they and the battleships whi
carry them are useless, numerous decisions having been rendered to
show that the vitals of foreign battleships are protected by even
thicker armor, for which reason all tests of torpedo shells have been
demanded by the department to be made against 12-inch plates. More-
over, 12,000 yards {,s less than the range at which naval battles are
being decided in: the present war. It has also been shown by the
Procecdings of the Naval Institute and other technieal journals- that
have been quoted on the floor of the House that the Empress of India
was sank by British warships emgloyiug British shells in a test at
a range between 16,000 and 18,000 yards, the shells * blowing holes
In her like lock gates.”

Nearly 17 years ago T was sent to this Government by our ambassador
to Mexico to demonstrate my torpedo shell, which had demonstrated
there as a principal advantage over armur-givercin ghells that it could
destroy a battles| !i) by exploding near as hitting it. Last week I
had my first test in this country to establish that it could be done.
It was admitted for all these years that if a shell carrying 100 pounds
or more of high explosive could be exploded within 15 feet of a
battleship it would destroy it as a mine would do, but they claimed
this could not be done: that the shell would ricochet the same as the
armor-piercing shell did, and there was no trial until last week, when
it was found that this result could be secured. All countries recognize,
and the Buropean war has demonstrated, that the torpedo has com-

elled a minimum battle range of at least 10,000 yards. This test
ast week showed that at any battle range my shells bite and dive
beneath the water, which the armor-plercing shells will not do. The
test also showed that after running underneath the water from 100
to 200 feet they will explode; some of them did not because of a too
close fitting locking pin. Black powder was used in the shell at the
suggestlon of the board, but it is obvious that any explosive may be

»d, Hence the test proved :

1. That battleships may be destroyed by such shells,

2. That armor plate is no protection against such underwater at-

CK.

3. That the target offered to underwater attack is at least five times
as great as the armored parts forming the target for armor-plercing
shell attack.

If any further advantages over armor-plercing shells were necessary
the{ are supplied by a test made recently at Indianhead, which showed
that the same torpedo shell would destroy an S-inch plate or explode im-
mediately If it struck even the thinnest plating employed on a torpedo
boat. or a submarine,

To attain these results has required persistent effort for more than
16 years. The question then arises whether this delay has resulted
from the influence of Interests Involved. When the Congress in 1901
authorized the purchase of my torpedo shell—which purchase was
never consummated—Gen. Mliles and others stated that it discounted
the employment of armor plate. Hence, it is possible that for all these
years the Armor-Plate Trust may have used its speclous arguments to
Frevcnt the use of torpedo shells, Again, with the development of
t has been decided by the General Board of the Navy that 28 of our
older battleships are outranged by late ships and are to be set aslde
as obsolete. ut gince torpedo shells make all the guns on these old
ships effective up to the limit of vision at sea and prevent the ships
from becoming obsolete, is it not possible that the shipbuilding com-
panies are trying to prevent the adojition of torpedo shells? Further-
more, It i established that submarines can be discovered by air craft
and also h{ underwater detectors, and although heretofore they could
not be destroyed by shell fire, last week's tests showed that is ecan
now be done. Hence, It Is believed that an Investigation will show that
therein can be discovered the source of a growing opposition in certain
quarters to torpedo shells. From time to time have been uttered such
statements as msght be most useful to prevent the test and use of
torpedo shells. ear after year I have called the attentlon of the
Congress to these incorrect statements and to the resulting menace to
our national defenses. On the 80th day of last September I made five
gserlous charges respecting the fallure to Investigate these matters be-
fore the SBenate Committee on Naval Affairs. These charges were re-
cently Inserted In the House record by Mr. GramaM of Illinois, but it
is not expected that action will result until such publicity is given to
existing conditions that the people In this country will see what cost
they are paying to the special interests engaged In the manufacture
of materials and sentiment of war.

Respectfully, WiILLARD 8. ISHAM,

Mr. MANN., Mr. Chairman, T yield five minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PARKER].
OUR SHIPS ARE SLOW.

Mr. PARKER of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, T am not going
1o deal with any foreign questions, but with the exact para-

graph that is before us. Leave out all questions as to the
number of battleships that Congress shall appropriate for. If
we appropriate for any, we wish the best ships in the world.
The paragraph always intended this. It said that our battle-
ships should have as heavy armor and as powerful armament
as any vessel of their class, and then went on to provide that
they should be of the “ highest practicable speed.” I propose to
add after that word “speed” an amendment that was carried
through the House a few years ago, so that the speed shall be “ at
least equal to that of any known battleship.” In our desire
for armor and armament and to save money we somehow or
other have built the slowest fleet in the world—ships that are
as much behind those of other nations in speed as our monitors
were behind the armored fleets of other nations some years
after the Civil War.
SPEED ALWAYS WON.

Speed is a vital characteristic of a ship. Do we not remem-
ber how speed took English cruisers under Drake all over the
world, how they could not be caught, and how Drake’s small
fleet with gun power and speed vanguished the Spanish Armada?
Do we forget that it was speed that kept the Constitution and
the President afloat when all the English fleets were in chase,
#nd that it was speed which enabled the Alabama in the old
days to go around the world and capture merchantmen as
it pleased, and that enabled the Fmden to do the same thing
quite recently? Do we forget the battle of Tsushima Straits,
where the Japanese fleet by their speed could select their place
olfd attack and meet the head of the Russian line with broad-
sides?

VITAL TO ALL NAVAL WORK,

Without speed you can neither give battle nor evade it. You
can neither raid nor catch an enemy's raider. You can not
select your position when you go into battle. You can not es-
cape in defeat or complete a victory. You can not make an
effective blockade nor can you evade blockade. You can not’
safely divide your own fleet nor can you concentrate your fleet
upon the divided parts of an enemy’s fleet. Without speed you
can not take a fleet where it is not expected to make an unex-
pected attack. Speed is the essence, next to gun power, of
naval efficiency. We ought to have at least one battleship which
is a battle cruiser, that ean perform the prodigies that have
been performed in this war by swift vessels that could get away
from any submarine because of their speed, and could make
their own attack where they pleased. In the present great con-
flict the dreadnaughts have either lurked in harbors, unable to
get anywhere, not daring to form a battle line, or else they have
come out only to be sunk, as the Bliicher was sunk the other
day, by a swifter squadron. Let us have the best ships we can
get, at any rate. We now have no 30-knot battle cruisers. We
have not even any fast scout crulsers, such as the Emden or the
Karlsruhe or the Glasgow, the only survivor of the English fleet
in the battle in the Pacific.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. PARKER of New Jersey. May I have one minute more?

Mr. MANN. I yield one minute more to the gentleman.

Mr. PARKER of New Jersey. I say that we have not even
any fast cruisers for scouting. They are almost as essential
as the battle cruiser. Whether we have few or many, we want
to learn how to make these vessels, Vessels are made on a
pattern, and I do not believe there is a shipbuilder in the United
States now who has made or planned or knows how to make a
30-knot scout cruiser or a 80-knot battle cruiser. We want
specimens, at least, in our Navy of every valuable type. I am
myself for a larger Navy. But I appeal fo gentlemen who are
for a small Navy to insist at any rate that it shall be the very
best of its size. [Applause.]

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. KenT].

e CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California is recog-
nized for five minutes. '

Mr. KENT. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I stand before you
as a man who notoriously advocates the interests of peace. A
long time ago there was a saying that possibly some of you
may have heard, to the effect that “ War is hell.” Along about
the time that that dictum was established there was also es-
tablished a statement that “one of the saddest and most help-
less things that can be imagined is a cat in hell without claws.”
[Laughter.]

We are surrounded by hostile nations. We are surrounded by
a world at war—by a world plotting and planning to involve
us—and it is our duty here and now and wherever we find our-
selves to stand out and to fight for our position as a pacific
Nation, as a Nation that will not accept the inoculation of
hydrophobia. Under other conditions, under conditions which
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I believe should obtain, under conditions where the world is
not affiicted with rabies, has not gone mad, I should continue
my advocacy of curtailing preparation for war. But with the
conditions that now confront us, with the jealousy of foreign
nations; with our own selfish advocacy of increaging our own
commercial supremacy at the cost of those who are now afflicted
with rabies, I think it is a time when we should be prepared to
protect ourselves.

Whatever preparation we shall make for war ounght to be
defensive. If we carry out the wildest plans that anybody
has advocated in this House; if we compare such prospec-
tive preparations with the armaments of the Old World; if
all were adopted, we would not be prepared as an aggressive
Nation to beat an egg. [Laughter.] What we must do here and
now is to solemnly devote ourselves to the cause of peace, and,
furthermore, to gay that we shall defend ourselves and shall be
able to defend ourselves as a peaceful Nation if we are aftacked.
[Applause.]

Our greatest defense does not lie in warlike preparation. It
rests in our right of embargo. If we find that we can not agree
with any npation of this world that is now at war, we always

have the right of declining to do business with such nation,.

and if we exercise that right, all nations at war will either
accept our views or starve. If their answer be that they pro-
pose to come to our shores and force us to trade with them
against our will, then it is time for us to consider how we
shall defend ourselves against being drawn into a war not of
our choosing. We are always subject to foreign hostility, and
to treanson at home. We ask for peace, and may be obliged to
fight for it

For my part, it makes no difference to me what a foreign
nation declares in regard fo the rights of an American resident
abroad or to one doing business in a foreign nation. If the
Japanese people desire to expel every American there resident
and to confiscate his property, well and good. But if, on the
other hand, any nation pretends to dictate to us what we shall
do concerning our own internal affairs, whether that concerns
right of ingress, right of land ownership, or right of citizenship,
I am here to say that I would rather fight and die than submit
to such dietation. Here is where we must draw the line. We
must have a certain amount of foree behind us to hold our rea-
sonable, rational rights, our just demands for home rule and
neutrality, and because of that necessity, because we are living
in a world full of rabies and hatred, I am going to vote for two
battleships, for submarines, and for defense as a prevention
against oppression and inoculation with hydrophobia. [Ap-
planse.]

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman has used four minutes.
ylelds back one minute.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minufes to the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Curror].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Cur-
ror] is recognized for five minutes.

Mr. CULLOP. Mr. Chairman, I shall vote for the Underwood
amendment, and, whether it is adopted or not, I shall vote for
the motion of the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WITHER-
srooN] to strike out the entire paragraph. In my judgment
there is no oceasion now for us to provide for the building of
battleships or to increage our Navy.

I do not understand the doctrine of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Kext], who has just left the floor, that the best
way to promote peace in this country is to bulld two battle-
ships a year to get in a better position to fight—more equip-
ment for war. This is a strange doctrine, to my mind, that he
advocates:

Now, I would like to ask this question: If we were to build a
battleship now, what type of battleship would we build? The
type that would be proper for to-day, experience is teaching
ug from the war in Europe, would be obsolete to-morrow; and
if we build a battleship, we surely would not float it in water.
If we did, a submarine would come along and blow it out of
water. So that if battleships are to be built, they ought to be
built with the provision that they are to be used only on dry
land, in order that we may preserve them. [Laughter and
applause.] Experiences of the European nations in the dread-
ful war raging there clearly demonstrates how lelpless these
monsters of the seas are when attacked by the powerful sub-
marines.

Talk about war! Throughout the history of this great coun-
try no foreign nation has ever attacked us. If we are to judge
the future by the past, another century and more will roll by
without any attack on us from any foreign nation in the world.
In all the wars we have had we have made the attack, and no
foreign nation thus far in the nearly 140 years of our history
has ever made an attack upon the United States. We have in

Ile

all our wars with foreign nations been the aggressor. They
have been content to let us alone. :

But gentlemen say that to preserve peance we must be pre-
pared for war—prepared to provoke war. If we are pre-
pared for war, we are more likely to provoke war; but if we
are prepared for peace, we are more likely to preserve peace..
Caution will be exercised, and through it peace will be pre-
served.

What is the condition of the leading naftions of the earth to-
day? We are the only great nation in all the world enjoying
peace. Every other great nation has on its hands to-day all
the war that it can handle, and most of them more than they
ecan successfully handle. We would not expeet war from
Great Britain, becafise Great Britain to-day is engaged to her
fullest capacity in war. We would not expect war from Ger-
many, because Germany is surrounded with nations in war,
fighting for her life, spending her treasure, killing off her men
who are suitable for war. We would not expect war from
Russia. We would not expect war from Japan. We would not
expect war from any leading nation in the world. If we should
have war with any of these nations, we would have to make the
attack, because no leading nation is in a condition to attack
us and carry on a war with us, and will not be for years to
come,

And yet gentlemen who advoeate a large Navy policy are
proclaiming that that pelicy is to be inaugurated for the pur-
pose of preserving peace instead of provoking war—a strange
doctrine indeed. [Applause.] It is the policy of this Nation
to maintain peace and avert war, a most humanitarian policy
and one that meets the commendation of the people of the world,
one that is winning us renown throughout the length and
breadth of all civilized nations. It is giving us a commanding
position among other nations and one that is winning for us
the first place among nations as a world power. We are at-
tempting to lead the world into the great field of industrialism,
away from militarism, so that the standard of civilization will
be advanced and the happiness of the people assured. [Ap-
plause.]

But, sir, this high ideal ean net be accomplished, this great
humanitarian work promoted, this better era for all mankind
secured, by pursuing a policy of militarism, one that is ealeu-
lated to earn respect through fear, or maintain our position by
force. If we are to pursue t!mt poliey, the time will come
when othier nations will resent it and we will have to resort to
force to maintain it. Then our situation will be as derlorable
as that of the European nations to-day. They are suffering
because of the militarism inaugurated years ago, and in the
rivalry of the nations of Continental Europe in maintaining
that policy they have brought on the pitiable situation in which
they are found. and from which they are unable to extrieate
themselves, save alone through the bloodiest war the world has
ever witnessed. Their example should be an impressive lesson
to us, and one that warns us we should steer clear of such a
policy and avoid the consequences it is sure, if maintained, to
bring upon us. [Applause.] Let us hope we will

But, Mr. Chairman, ever since I became a Member of this
great lawmaking bedy, in March, 1909,. the building of battle-
ships in the naval appropr]ation. bill each year has provoked
more animated controversy than any other subject discussed by
Members of Congress, For some reason Members entertain de-
cided views on this gquestion which are altogether irreconcilable.
It occurs to me the leaders in these discussions make greater
preparation for the debate on this subject than any other, and
more tenaciously defend their positions, both pro and con, than
is done in any controversy held on tlie floor of the House.

Evidently the principles underlying this subject are of a na-
ture about which men may widely differ and each have sound
bagis upon which to found his contention. The motives of both
seem to emanate from the highest order of patriotism, and
therefore challenge the respect and admiration of all.

For myself, I hope to take a practical consideration of this
question, viewing it from a utilitarian standpoint, carefully rely-
ing on the conditions which in my judgment should have their
inflnence in solving the question as to how I should vote on the
pending measure. It is not alone a satisfactory reason, to my
mind, that we should do this or that becanse some other rival
nation is doing something. That would not be a good * hard-
and-fast rule” to follow in things, and especially on this ques-
tion. I have heard the argument mnade on this floor by the
advocates of a big Navy that England was building three battle-
ships; therefore we should build two; or that Germany was
building four battleships, and therefore we should build three.
Supposing that Eogland is building three and Germany four;
why should that make it necessary for us to bulld two each

year? Must we do as England and Germany in a matter of this
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kind? Are we the imitators simply of these great nations?
Should there not be a better reason than this advanced for our
action? Doubtless many people believe that these nations are
now reaping, to their sorrow, their own folly in this regard.
Perchance if these and other European nations had pursued the
policy of keeping peace instead of preparing for war the de-
plorable situation in which they are found to-day would not
exist. Who knows but what if they had been preparing for
peace instead of war to-day they would be enjoying peace in-
stead of being involved in the most disastrous war known in all
the annals of time, a war which threatens the disruption of
nations and a changing of the map of Europe.

For years it has been the settled policy of leading nations of
Europe to prepare for war, and they are now reaping the in-
evitable result of the policy they have so constently pursued.
They can not complain that these policles have brought about
the result for which they were calculated. They have boasted
about their splendid navies, and they have the natural conse-
quences of their rash preparations. Surely these great navies
were not organized for peace, but for war; and war they have.
We have been following their examples, and if we continue
we are sure to experience the same result. Should not thelr
unhappy condition, as the result of their Navy policy, be an
object lesson to us, and we should for that reason follow it no
longer. Look at the anomalous position—all these years preach-
ing peace, eternal peace, and yet yearly increasing the prepara-
tions for war. What an inconsistent position; one that mis-
leads nobody nor deceives anybody. The world knows what
such a policy means. If we are in earnest about establishing
universal peace, we should abandon the policy of increasing our
preparations for war; if we do not, we will have war sooner
than we expect.

If we believe in the doctrine of universal peace and that it
can be established by intermediation, as proposed, we should
practice what we preach and not the reverse of it. Can we
hope to convert the world to our doctrine unless we show by our
own action our own conversion? Is it contended by the advo-
cates of this doctrine that we can by speech declare for peace
and by our every action show that yearly we are making greater
preparations for war convince the world we are for universal
peace? Does anyone believe but that the nations of the world
will draw their own inferences from the difference between
what we are saying and what we are doing, and that they will
place more reliance on what we are doing than on what we are
saying? Is not being prepared for war more likely, on little
provocation, to precipitate war than peace? People assume,
and correctly so, that a person prepared for trouble is not only
expecting trouble, but is sure to find it. What is true of indi-
viduals is true of nations in this respect.

We proceed yearly to increase, instead of curtail, our prepara-
tions for war; and when protest is made against this course the
response is heralded back that England, Germany, and other
countries are increasing their armaments and we must do like-
wise in order to keep up with the procession. This is not a suf-
ficient reason. If some other country is blundering in this
matter, wasting its treasure, pursuing an indefensible policy,
they furnish no reason for us to do likewise. We are not re-
quired to do as they are doing. Armies and navies produce
nothing; they consume only—destroy and waste. The eyes- of
the world are turned upon production, eliminating wasteful and
destructive agencies in order that every available means of
human endeavor may be employed in production, creating wealth
and enriching the world. [Applause.]

Before the war now raging in Europe it was estimated that
the world powers were burdened with the enormous debt of
more than $35,000,000,000, practically all of which was incurred
for wars and the results of war. The interest on it is paid by
the people, the poor as well as the rich, the employee as well as
the employer. In our country more than 70 per cent of annual
expenditures are made for military purposes, past and present,
and the sum grows annually. It constitutes an enormous bur-
den on the people, against which they protest, but in vain. It
has been freely stated prior to this year that the nations of the
world are annually spending $2,000,000,000 on armaments to
enable them to be able, if they desire, to annihilate each other;
that more than 20,000,000 men have been taken from the
fields of productive labor to man the armies and navies, which
entails a loss of approximately $500,000,000 a year. Consider
that if these were returned to productive employment what an
impetus it would furnish the energies of the world and what
a material contribution it would make to the progress of
mechanical, industrial, and intellectual life throughout the
world. It might well be said, then, that arts of peace are para-
mount to arts of war; that intellect dominates, and not brute
forece. s

For years England has been spending four and a quarter
times as much for militarism as for education; France, 4.3;
Austria, 4.5; Italy, nine times as much; and Russia, twelve
times as much., Every nation in the world except Swiizerland
is paying more for militarism than for education, Even our
own country is doing so, much to the chagrin, be it said, of the
American people, who are peace-loving and God-fearing people.
In the last 10 years we have expended more than $1,500,000,000
on our Army and Navy—preaching peace and constantly and
expensively preparing for war. This sum applied to education
would have educated in our best colleges 2,000,000 young men
and women and equipped them to meet the highest responsibili-
ties of citizenship whereby they could have contributed to the
advancement of eivilization and elevated the standard of a truly
national glory. The sum we have thus appropriated for milita-
rism in the last decade exceeds the entire interest-bearing
debt of the United States by approximately $500,000,000. This
enormous sum has been turned from the field of produc-
tion into nonproductive channels, Is it not time to change the
course of the ship of state in this regard, abandon this policy
for one more remunerative, better adapted to promote civilizing
influences which will improve, promote, and glorify our age?
[Applause.]

Our people have not been a war-serving or war-loving people.
We deprecate war, and our people have devoted their energies
and abilities to the development of our natural resources, our
agricultural and manufacturing interests, accomplishing mar-
vels in these great and useful fields of endeavor until they now
outrival almost every other nation in the world. Our national
wealth has grown so rapidly that now it aggregates the start-
ling sum of more than $150,000,000,000, the greatest of any
nation in the world. So that we have not felt or stopped to con-
sider the enormous growth of our military expenditures. RBut
now, as the growth is so rapid and the sum so large, we are
beginning to feel it, and its burden is weighing heavily on the
people who must bear it, and they are raising protest against it
and appealing for relief.

Because of the deplorable war in Europe we are now pressed
for financial relief in governmental expenditures; we deny
any intention of engaging in war; we applaud every peaceful
effort and frown upon every attempt to precipitate a resort
to arms, Then why swell at this time the appropriation to
build great dreadnaughts which, if our purposes are realized,
will rot at the docks in our harbors? We know that if we
appropriate the money to build the battleships provided for in
this bill it will be four or five years before the work of their
construction will be commenced; that the wars now raging in
Furope and in Mexico will have been ended and passed into
history long before their hulls will have moved from the dry
docks at the place of their construction to the waters of the ad-
jacent harbors, there to be fitted for nuse. What excuse can we
render to our constituents for such inexcusable conduct? Will
they not censure our course as.indefensible?

If we do not expect war, why make this vast expenditure
preparing for war? Why build these great ships to lie idle in
our harbors? If we build them, why not dedicate them and
those already built to commerce? Why not employ them in
the transportation of our surplus products to the markets of
the world, where they will bring remunerative prices, realizing
attractive profits to our producers—convert them into money-
makers for our people instead of burdens on the taxpayers?
If half of our naval fleet to-day was employed in the trans-
portation of our surplus products to the foreign markets it
would relieve the congested coudition here, inspire industry,
and add vastly to the prosperity of the country. Convert them
into argosies of commerce while peace with us abides and stim-
ulate prosperity. Make them instruments of profit instead of
expense, If peril should present itself, they could be easily
withdrawn from the marts of commerce and returned to the
purpose of mational defense. If they were employed for this
useful and beneficial purpose they would perform a greatly
needed function and save our people the expendifure of many
millions, and accelerate the wheels of prosperity. Exvenditures
of public money should only be made for public beneiits and in
such channels as will enable it to return profits to the people
who are compelled to furnish the same as a toll levied to raise
revenues. If adapted to any other purpose it fails to meet
the requirements for which governments were organized, and
sooner or later it will arouse the opposition of the people and
bring the party responsible therefor into disrepute. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, T yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Grax].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Gray]
is recognized for five minutes.
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Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I want to speak to this amend-
ment for four battleships. The * General Board” we hear re-
ferred to is a body in the Navy Department unprovided for by
law, but which has come into existence on the initiative of
naval officers and the Secretary of the Navy. While I have
only praise and commendation for the members of this board,
yet, like all other great, good, loyal, and patriotic men, they
are more or less actuated by pride, sentiment, and enthusiasm
for the service to which they have devoted their lives.

These four battleships provided for in this amendment are in
pursuance of a program made in 1903 by this General Board
for a fleet of 48 ships. Since that year this special number of
ships has been annually recommended as the proper number
to constitute our fleet.

I have made some inguiry to ascertain upon what baslis this
special number of 48 ships has been recommended. It has been
sugeested that this special number has been fixed with reference
to the fleets of foreign nations, Since this number was fixed
the fleets of other nations and their building programs have
varied from time to time, so that a fixed number at one time
with reference to foreign fleets could not have been applicable
to such fleets at other times. But this number of 48 ships
for our fleet has remained unvarying from 1903 to the present.
We are not building to equal England, as no such recommenda-
tion has ever been made by even the most enthusiastic naval
advocate. This program of 48 sghips could not have been made
with reference to Germany, as the size of the German Navy
has changed three times since this program was first recom-
mended. From 1900 to 1906 the German law fixed the German
fleet to be constituted of 34 ships. From 1906 to 1912 the
German law fixed the number to constitute its fleet at 38 ships,
and since 1912 the German law has fixed the number at 41
ships, which now constitutes the German fleet, or at least did
,constitute that fleet when the war began and before her great
losses were incurred. This 48-ship program could not have
been made with reference to the navies of nations other than
England and Germany, for all have been and are smaller than
our Owa.

An inquiry relative to this special number being required
for advantageous distribution or effective operation has failed
to disclose a reason for this special number of ships for either
of such purposes. The following questions asked by myself
and responses thereto by Admiral Fiske during the hear-
ing before the Committee on Naval Affairs are with regard
to this fixed number of ships and show the want of grounds
for this special number to constitute our fleet and which in-
guilry appears at page 1048 of the hearings of this session, as

ollows:

Mr. GraY. Admiral, I understand yon are a member of the General
Board, which has made certain recommendations to the Becretary from
time to time,

Admiral F1sge. Yes, sir.

Mr. GraY. Your board has made recommendations from time to time
since 1903 for the number of ships to constitute our fleet?

Admiral Fisge. Yes, sir.

Mr, Geay, Has that number been fixed arbitrarlly or has it been
made in pursuance of some plan or ﬁucg or system for the distribution
of the ships and for effective operation

Admiral Fiskg, It has been made with the idea of cffective opera-

tion. The question of distribution I do not think entered in. The idea
would be that the ships would be distributed after they were, of course,

in serviee.
Mr. Gray. Had the number of ships been discussed a good deal in
the board before it reached this number?

Admiral Fiske. I was not in the board then. I have been attached
to the board now more or less for something over four years—mnot con-
tinuously, because I was at sea in command of a division—but I do not
koow previously what led them to that number.

Mr. GRAY. at plan of effective %poratton would be carried out by
this number of 48 ships, if you know

A Fiske, That is rather hard to answer, because it would

of something I have never thought of before., I
never thought of 48 ships, because we have not got

Mr. Gray. I mean, that was the recommendation?

Admiral F1ske, Yes,

Mr. GraY, That we were to have them or wanted them?

Admiral Fiske. Yes.

Mr. Gray, I asked this question as I wounld like to know somethln,i
about it. I have heard about this 48-ship policy. Do you know wha
was the poliey of effective operations to be carrled out?

Admi Fisge. No; I do not.

Mr, Gray. You siny you never heard that discussed in the board?

Admiral Fisxe. Yes, sir; I have heard it discussed, but as a thing
gl;éch t{lappeued a long while before and as only sort of academic

res
AMr, GrAY. Was there any demand for a smaller number of ships

lead me to

or for a larger number of ships, or were they all agreed on 48?2
A al sEE. I do not know. I was not in the board then. I
do_not know.

Mr., Gray. Do youn know of any reason why, for effective operations,
the number should be 487

Admiral Fisgp, No. It might be 47 or 406 or 49 or 50. There is
no magic in the number 48,

Mr. Gray. But this recommendation from time to time has been 487

Admiral
Mr. Gray. I observe here on page 8106 of the Navy Yearbook that
;hh: Eotlt;ltce:s, of giving names to these ships is to name the ships after

Fiskn Yes,

Admiral Fisxe, Yes; I belleve that coincidence in numbers is accl-
dental, however,

Mr. Gray, All the ships up to this time have been named for States?

Admiral Fisxe. Yes,

Mr. !Gur. Is it the policy to continue the naming ships for the

tates

Admiral Fisgp. I do not know, sir,

Mr. Gray, But you know that has been the pollcy?

Admiral Fisge. I know it has been the polf: to name these battle-
ships after States, but having 48 battleships an§ baving 48 States was
purely accidental.

Mr, Gray. Purely accidental?

Admiral Fisgn, I am told.

dTht‘:zd. CHAIRMAN, We did not have 48 States when this plan was
ado

r. Gray. If they would go ahead and complete this program now
and carry out the plan, giving the name of a State to every shi ]
would just have 48 ahlps,h_woum we not? i st

Admiral Fiske. Yes, sir.

Mr. Gray. We would not have any more or less?

Admiral Frsgn. That 1s, of battleships.

Mr. Gray, That is the number that your board recommended we
should have?

Admiral Fisgr, Yes, slr,

St:g' Gnat.ulg]o ’1?‘;::. t‘;ﬂnk the pritgo din hjaﬁ;lnti a ship nnmted for every
or sentimen anything o W e nam of these ships
or as affecting the number of ships? ng N

Admiral Fisge, No; I believe not.

Mr. GeaY, Is it not a most remarkable coincidence?

Admiral Fisge. Yes; it is.

AMr. Grax. That the number which the board arbitravily fixed upon
and the number of States that we have and the policy we pursue of giv-
ing the name of every State to a ship would all coincide? Is not that a
remarkable coin ce

Admiral Fisxe, Not so remarkable as you might think, slr, because a
great many of our armored crulsers—in fact, all of them—were named
States at that time

after States,

Mr. Farr, And we did not have that man o

Mr. GraY. But it is true the number colncldes with the number of
the SBtates and the policy of naming each battleship for a State.

Admiral Fisge. Yes; but at the time that policy was formulated
there were not 48 States.

Mr. GraxY. There were 48 States and Territories, and it was known
at that time there would be 48 States,

Admiral I'isgr. I do not know.

Mr. GGraY. Is it not a matter of Eeomphy and history?

Admiral Fisgr. I really do not know, sir; 1 really do not know.

Mr. Gray. And you know of no reason for any purpose, even for the
dlstribution of the fleet or for effective operations, that would fix the
number arhitrarily at 487

Admiral Fisgr. No; it might have been 47 or 50 or 40 or 4G or 51,

Mr, Gray. But that has not been the recommendation of the board
since 1903 ; on the other hand, it has been 48,

Admiral Fisxe. Why they fixed on 48 I really do not know.

The annual cost to maintain the military of the world in time
of peace is ascertained to be over $2,000,000,000, a sum of such
vast magnitude as to preclude estimate, measurement, or compre-
hension by the human mind, and which would go far to feed
the people of the world or to clothe the people of the world
or to house the people of the world or to educate the people of
the world if made available and used for sueh purposes. Out
of every dollar collected into the National Treasury as taxes
from the people 63 cents has been found to be required on ac-
count of war and the military of the United States in time of
peace, leaving 37 cents with which to pay the cost of govern-
ment and promote the institution of civil life.

The cost to maintain the military of the United States has
multiplied and increased in a growing ratio with every succeed-
ing year. The appropriations to maintain the Navy alone have
increased from $65,140,916.97 in 1900 to $144,868,716.61 in 1014,
and for the increase of the Navy from $17,140,600 to $41,001,734
for the same period of time. This year the amount recom-
mended by the General Board, composed of high naval officers,
for the increase of the Navy is $128,224 972, or over $87,000,000
more than was appropriated for the increase of the Navy last
year.

I here give a statement of the totals of the appropriations
carried by the naval acts from 1900 to 1914, showing separately
the amounts for increase of the Navy:

Amount for in.
Years. Approprialion. crease Navy.

$65,140,916.67 | $17,140,609.00
78,101, 791. 00 25, 400, 000. 00
78,856,363.13 |  22,703,010.09
81,876,791.43 | 25,925,632.00
97,505, 140. 94 32,176, 860.00
100, 336, 679. 04 42,255, 833. 00
102,001,670.27 |  33,475,820.00
98,958,507.50 | 23,713,015.00
122, 663, 885.47 307,962.00
136,035,190.05 | 38,819, 505.00
1,350, 854. 38 33, T70, 346, 00
126,478,338.24 | 26,005, 547.67
123,925,007.76 | 20,569,373.48
140, 800, 643. 52 35, 325, 695. 00
144, 868, 716. 61 41,001, 734.00

I also give the estimate of the General Board, composed of
naval officers, as their recommendation for the increase of the
Navy for the coming year,
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Vessels. m“ﬁ:t n | “torpedo’ | armorand | Totel: Mr. PADGETT. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from
machinery. | DOats. | armament. Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY].
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I was very much interested
in the remarks of the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HossoxN]
s bah‘:;:rhil’s -------------- i §0,732,4%% | this morning. It has been known to this House, of course, for
““““““ 2’137’ =0 12'0'!?‘ o0 | many years that the gentleman from Alabama is an advocate
; m’m m’ 499‘% of a very large Navy, but I think this morning is the first
'50'77 '350,775 | @ccasion when he has been bold enough to go to the extent of
180,514 | 2,460,514 | advocating a Navy that would equal the combined navies of
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ity '71‘38 129,700 Mr. Chairman, during the last 14 years the expenditures of
One hospital ship.. (| ememeemie-ao| 2,500,000 | the United States for naval purposes have increased 230 per
One supply ship..............| 1,475,000 |...ccoeeeeeen| 110,085 | 1,604,085 | pant, Those of England have increased 180 per cent, those of
P e 75,605,000 | 10,740,000 | 41,789,072 | 128,224,972 | Japan 830 per cent, and those of Germany 800 per cent. From

These ever increasing and multiplying appropriations evince
a policy to build up a world-power Navy and commit this Nation
to maintaining such a policy. I am opposed to a world-power
navy policy for this Nation. I am opposed to the control of
the sefis policy for this Nation. I am opposed to a rival naval
policy for this Nation. I am opposed to any naval policy for
this Nation calling for war and such vast expenditures of
money to maintain, Such a policy is not only unavailing for
defense and protection, but is fraught with all the dangers of
strife, antagonism, and conflict, and a jeopardy to our very
national existence. The European war is being waged over a
world-power military policy. England is striving to maintain
a world-power policy, Germany is striving to gain world power,
and the thousands of seamen entombed in the hulls of sunken
vessels at the bottom of the sea and the thousands of soldiers
whose dead bodies are strewn over the battle fields of France
and Belgium all proclaim the eriminal folly of a world-power
military policy.

The true military policy for this Nation should be defense,
adequate defense of our shores, while striving for peace and the
settlement of international disputes by courts and tribunals,
instead of by cruel devastating warfare. Defense is not only
the one policy of war justifiable before men and the civilization
of the world to-day, but it is the strongest, the most invincible,
impregnable, and advantageous position which a nation can
take in warfare, and one which compels the aggressor to assume
all the burdens of conflict.

Under the policy of defense and military operations at home
small nations have prevailed over the great and the weak
‘azainst the strong and powerful. Under this policy the Colonies
wrung independence from England and the South American Re-
publics declared and maintained their sovereign power against
the stronger mother country.’

Naval and military men not only recognize this principle and
the advantage of military operations at home and the burdens
which must be assumed in aggression, but agree that no Euro-
pean power could withdraw from their shores to make available
against us more than 50 per cent of their fighting force. With
this one-half of their navy available to oppose us, a foreign
power must meet and operate against—

All ouwr coast defenses;

All our mines planted at the entrance of harbors;

All our submarines operafing out from our coasts and sea-
board fleets;

All our air crafts sailing out from our shores and dropping
explosives on attacking fleets;

And lastly our Army on land to intercept any hostile force
which might overcome all these and attempt to land upon our
shores.

With England, the strongest naval power of the world, and
with one-half of her navy equaling ours and operating against
us and with all the burdens of aggression to assume and all the
advantages available to us of defense, we would be impregnable
in defending our shores even as against that nation, and more
than impregnable against all other nations so long as we adhere
to a policy of defense.

Defense not only carries with it great strategic advantages
and burdens to aggression, but it ealls to arms soldiers with
courage, valor, and determination, which invasion can not in-
spire in men.

We should build and maintain a Navy only for the defense of
onr shores, and we should prove to the world that such is our
policy not only by our claim but by our works, acts, and deeds
and all our preparation and accomplishments for war, and
thereby, while maintaining full security and adequate protec-

1901 to 1914 the expenditures of the United States for naval
purposes have increased from $61,000,000 to $141,000,000 per
annum. Those of Great Britain have increased from $141,-
000,000 per annum to $260,000,000 per annum, those of Japan
from about $39,000,000 per annum to $61,000,000 per annum,
In other words, according to the percentage of increase in
United States naval expenditures in the last 14 years, if that
same policy is continued for the next 14 years, the annual ap-
propriation bill for naval purposes will amount to the enormous
sum of $324,000,000.

During the last year Great Britain, Japan, and Germany
expended the total sum of $442,000,000 upon their naval policy.
I would like to ask the gentleman from Alabama if he believes
that if the policy of naval expansion to the extent of an Amer-
ican Navy in the Pacific equal to Great Britain and Japan,
and in the Atlantic equal to Germany were carried out, the
people of the United States would submit even for a single
year to the enormous expenditure of $442,000,000 for the pur-
pose of building up an American Navy? And if the gentleman
believes they would submit to such an expenditure, and if the
same proportion of increase were to be carried out in the next
14 years, as has been carried out by the nations of the world
in the last 14 years, the total expenditure by England, Germany,
and Japan each year would amount to the enormous sum of
$1,193,000,000 per anmum. I ask the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. Hopsox], and I ask the Members of this House, and I
ask the United States as a Nation, whether or not we are ready
to embark upon a saturnalia of naval expenditures that would
amount to more each year than our total Government expendi-
tures at the present time?

Mr. HOBSON, My estimate was on a two-power basis, Great
Britain and Japan, not three; and if we managed ourselves
eco:lllc(rlmlcally we would have very little more pro rata than they
would.

Mr. BARKLEY. Last year Germany spent only $113,000,000
for hef navy, whereas we spent $141,000,000 upon our Navy.

Mr. HOBSON. I am not advocating a three-power navy.

Mr, BARKLEY. Mr, Chairman, I am in sympathy with the
motion made by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD].
Every business corporation and individual in the United States
who has any business capacity is undertaking in every way to
pare down expenses during the stringency that is.existing while
this European war is going on. Everybody knows that by rea-
son of this great cataclysm that has befallen the human race,
in which more than half the area and more than half the popu-
lation of the world is now at war, and the business avenues and
connections of the world are disarranged, every man and every
corporation and every industry is undertaking to harmonize
its conduect with the necessary expenditures and economies
brought about by this war. If it be necessary for individuals
to economize, if it be necessary for corporations of every de-
scription to economize, surely in this hour of turmoil and dis-
tress, when the nations of the earth are compelled to spend mil-
lions and billions of dollars for defense, we can afford to cut
down our expenditures for naval, military, and every other
purpose within the purview of appropriations. [Applause.]

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr, GARDNER].

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise to correct a mistake
that T made in a collogquy with the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Firrzeerarn]., The General Board of the Navy did not ree-
ommend one battle cruiser last year, but they recommended four
battleships.

Mr, MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. CALDER].

Mr. CALDER. Mpyr. Chairman, I shall vote for two battleships
and the balanee of the building program recommended by thq
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Committee on Naval Affairs, I listened with much interest to
the remarks of the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY],
who just preceded me. He made a good argument. He called
the attention of the committee to the condition of our Treasury
and the fact that the expenditures of the Naval Establishment
has been increased each year until it seems as if we would soon
reach the point where we could no longer stand the strain; but
I say to him that when he has a house or other piece of prop-
erty he insures it against loss or damage by fire, by hurricane,
or flood——

Mr. BARELEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CALDER. No; I can not; I have only 5 minutes, The
man insures his property, and the Naval Committee, acting
on the advice of the Navy Department, come to us with a
fair, conservative naval program, which seems to me must
appeal to the common sense of this House and the best judg-
ment of the American people. It is a reasonable insurance for
the country, and I am confident will meet the expectations of
the people.

I wish it were possible for us this year to authorize four
battleships and an accompanying program that shounld go
with them, but we know that this is impossible on account of
the condition of the Treasury, and we must be satisfied with
the estimates submitted by the committee.

I was thinking the other day of this question of preparedness
for war, and it reminded me of the police force in the great
cities of the country. We do not give the police officer a big
stick and a revolver and clothe him with authority for the pur-
pose of going around the country killing and maiming innocent
people. We give him the authority and implements of offense
and defense, because we need this protection for the lives and
property of the people within the country.

So we build a Navy and have a reasonable sized Army to pro-
tect the country from invasion from ‘without, and to protect us
against an uprising that may occur within our borders.

Much has been said about the cost of the Navy, and I believe
that Congress ought to give its very careful attention to this
question. Our naval bill this year is approximately $140,-
000,000, which is an annual increase of $40,000,000 since I have
been a Member of this House. I believe it possible to adopt a
policy in the conduct of the Navy Department that would
materially reduce the charge on the Treasury. We have been
fcrtunate in the men who have served at the head of the Navy
Department, and I believe that if we should give the Secretary
authority to conduct the department on purely business prin-
ciples he could save the country at least $10,000,000 a year in
the management of the department.

If we are to maintain our position as the great power of the
Western Hemisphere, if we propose to insist in the future on a
strict observance of the Monroe doetrine, we must have a Navy
that ean enforce our position if necessary.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. MiLLER].

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, while I do not agree with the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Hossoxn] in the reasons that to
him are conclusive why we should have a large Navy, nor do
I agree with him as to the magnitude of the Navy that we
should have, I do agree with him, and with others, that we
should make some very considerable additions to the Navy
that we now have.

I have listened to-day, as I have on other ocecasions in years
past, to heated arguments by naval strategists from the inte-
rior—about the same region that I come from, so I am qualified
to speak respecting them—and I notice with not a little
interest that the fighting campaign against Navy increase
comes from that section of the country where it is improb-
able a cannon ball will be able to reach if fired from the sea.
[Laughter.] :

. This is too big a country to find sectionalism in the discus-
sion of this question. National defense, like national honor, is
a national question, that knows no sectionalism. There are no
interests of one section that run contrary to the interests of
other sections, for national defense is but a phase of national
integrity, and in it all eitizens have an equal interest.

In the time.at my disposal I desire to give some of the rea-
sons why I believe our country needs a strong Navy.

Democratic governments such as ours are little prone to
foreign conflicts and even less prone to foreign conguests. Our
people are essentially peace loving. We covet no man's land,
no nation’s empire. We do, however, place great value upon
our political principles and hold as sacred our free institutions.
The perpetuity of these institutions is near our hearts, and
should be, since without these institutions our boasted country
could not long endure.

These institutions must be ever builded upon strong, virile
men. Where there is8 no manhood there can be no free in-
stitutions. I am astounded at the language many gentlemen
indulge in these days when speaking of our Military Establish-
ment. From their talk we would be persuaded that the only
consideration our country ever should have is to avoid armed
conflict. They forget that the possession of these sacred, free
institutions was secured through war, and that to preserve them
it may be necessary again to fight. A race of withering cowards,
without patriotism, without virility enough to shape their des-
tiny aright, even in the midst of foes and hostile elements,
would not be worth preserving, and yet that is the race we are
to become if these gentlemen's views prevdil. I am ashamed
of a spirit so weak, so contemptible, and so hopeless. It is
unworthy the heritage we have received from our fathers.

I deprecate war; I hope we will never experience another;
but if I must choose between war and the destruction of our
free institutions, if I must choose between war and the dignity
and the future well-being of my country, then give me war.

Many of these gentlemen would be the quickest of all to resent
a personal insult. Would they, in fact, meekly endure insult
after insult upon their country? Do they not think it now the
part of wise men to prepare their country against insult, rather
than to risk their all avenging an insult that otherwise will be
sure to come,

We all prefer peace; we are all ready to work to preserve
peace; but how idle to shut our eyes against the actual condi-
tions in the world. There are some peoples in the world, united
into strong and powerful nations, whose mission is not peace,
but whose national ambition is national expansion and foreign
conquest. The good people of our communities abhor thieving,
arson, and murder. Do they cry piteously, “We are for
righteousness,” and pray that erime shall be no more? No;
they hire policemen and peace officers—equip them, arm them—
in order that safety of life and property may be enforced. In
the community of nations there are to-day warring, ambitious,
conquering peoples, and if our integrity is to be preserved, if
our free institutions are to be protected, if the welfare of our
people is to be insured, we must have the armed strength to
hold back the foe.

If gentlemen are to be believed, we should shrink within our
shell, withdraw from the world's affairs, quiver, perhaps, as we
are kicked, but ever, ever decline to raise an arm for our own
protection. ILet me assure the gentlemen that it would never
be possible to eringe into a shape small enough to escape the
attack of a foreign foe when once we had established our repu-
tation as a Nation incapable of defending itself. I speak for a
robust Nation, a vigorous, virile people, a power to preserve
peace in the world, and capable of protecting its integrity
against all comers.

We often hear it said that armed preparation is conducive to
conflict. The eminent leader of the majority, Mr. UNDERWOOD,
expressed this opinion a few moments ago. I agree that arma-
ment may be ecarried to such an extent as to bring this result,
but it never will be brought to that point nor anywhere near
that point in America. But the statement is never true of a
navy. A navy is essentially an instrumentality of defense. In
America it is the only defense we have. Our coast line, our
enormous coast line, opens our country wide to the world. We
can not possibly build forts that will protect us along our great
boundary. Under present conditions the only value of a fort
is to make certain that a foe will land at some other point. It
is the mission of a navy to make certain that a foe does not
land at any point.

Our country will never have a large standing Army. To
maintain such an Army is contrary to the genius of our institu-
tions. We must fall back quite exclusively for protection upon
the Navy of our country. This, Mr. Chairman, is why I am for
a strong Navy.

The American Navy has written the most brilliant pages in
American history. Our geographical position makes it essential
that our exploits on the sea shall be commensurate with the
greatness of a great people.

Those who belleve America has a high destiny in the affairs
of the world have an added reason for strengthening our Navy.
The sea has always been the direct highway, the direct and
royal highway, to national greatness. Nations have always hon-
ored their sons who have gone down into the sea in ships, and
in turn those sons have woven the fabric of their nation’s great-
ness. No country has ever become a leader in the affairs of
man unless that country had prestige upon the gea. A purely

inland nation has never yet become a world power, and in all
ages a nation’s greatness has been proportioned to her influ-
ence upon the sea.

Our Nation's commerce must cover the
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earth, and there must be an American Navy reasonably ade-
quate to protect it.

Navy experis are far from agreed as to the value of different
types of ships of war. I do not profess to be a navy expert,
but it seems to me that all history teaches one thing and all the
naval history of the past six months teaches it with special em-
phasis. The lesson taught by history is that speed is one of
the vitally essential things in a fighting ship. This bill provides
for two battleships, and the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
Hoesox] moves to increase the two to four. The gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoon] moves to reduce them to one.
It is all on the question of battleships. There is no provision
in the bill, none suggested, for ships of the battle-cruiser type.
I strongly believe our Navy needs a unit of battle cruisers more
than it needs an addition of any other fighting craft.

Mr., Chairman, that which made the name of Sir Francis
Drake renowned in history, that which made the name of his
fellow countryman, Sir Humphrey Gilbert, heroic in the growth
of England’s power, is {hat the boats they moved and fought
were speedier and faster and quicker than the heavy galleons of
Spain. The great Spanish fighting Goliath was no match for the
litile English David, fleet of foot. Contests on the sea from the
day of the first galley’s shock down to the present hour have al-
most always gone to the swiftest boat. And to-day, when the
titanic forces man’s genius has put into fighting ships have met
in struggles on the sea, the two determining factors have been
speed and heavy guns. An English fleet in the south Pacific
disappeared from the surface of the sea because it met swifter
boats with heavier guns. The victors here were with ease de-
stroyed a few weeks later near the Falkland Islands, when they
met a fleet still swifter and with still larger guns. The deeds
of the swift Emden will be remembered as long as sea fights are
remembered. The escape of the mighty and swift Goeben from
Messina still thrills the world. The English victories in the
North Sea were both victories of superior speed and larger guns.
The hoat that sweeps the sea with speed and big guns is the
battle eruiser, and we have not one in our Navy.

Naval history is now being made by battle cruisers. When
we place beside these hoats of 30 knots’ speed or greater our
clumsy, slow-moving battleships of 17 and 19 knots, armed with
guns considerably smaller and with much less range, we must
swallow a big lump of American pride. It does not take an ex-
pert to know that our fleet needs some boats of the big-gun,
battle-cruiser class. Our early naval history is resplendent
with the deeds of heroes who swept the sea in swift ships.
To-day we find we have the prize turtle navy of the world.
While our fleet is moving with ponderous slowness a foreign
fleet of swift ships armed with big guns could keep out of our
reach and pepper us to pieces. Have our Navy experts become
go grooved by the rut of routine that they have permitted other
nations to profit by the experiences of humankind while they
alone move blindly and stupidly along?

I am for the building of some battle cruisers. I believe our
naval officers at heart are for some battle cruisers if only they
had the courage to speak out that which they really think. I
know and they know and all the world knows that in the recent
war the fast battle cruisers have remained afloat and to rule,
while the slow ships heve gone down to the bottom of the sea.

Prior to the commencement of this great war some of the
experts of our Navy refused to enthuse over the battle-cruiser
type. We all recall when the great battle cruiser Alolfke,
practically the first of her class, participated in the naval
pageant at New York, these experis shook their heads because
her armor was too thin. Speed and big guns made no impres-
gion. I wonder what these same men think now, after six
months of naval warfare.

But recently some of our Navy experts have been willing to
admit that the battle cruiser is a powerful ship; but I have

heard them say, as doubtless you have, that a navy must con-

sist of units; and a unit consists of four boats, which must
be of such similarity in speed and certain other features as to
enable them to be maneuvered together. Very well; let us
build two each year, and within two years we will have a unit.
No nation has built all her battle cruisers at one time; no
nation has built four at one time. They are usually produced
in pairs, just as we produce battleships. Japan had two of
these built in Great Britain, and then she proceeded to build
two herself,

In days of ocean greyhounds we are bullding turtles. We
have forgotten the teachings of all naval history. We have
even forgotten the teachings of our own. I do not urge battle
c¢ruisers to the exclusion of battleships—not for a moment—
but we have'n considerable fleet of battleships, with no fast
battle cruisers; and our Navy, if it is to be a match for any

other modern navy, must possess a complement of battle cruis-
ers. If it does not, if we are to drag way behind the procession
in naval progress, some day America will pay an awful price
for this stubborn adherence to a primitive type.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Minnesota
has expired.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gentle-
man from Wyoming [Mr. MoXNpELL].

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, though I am from the in-
terior, I am not one of those naval strategists to whom the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. Mmrer] referred. Curiously,
enough in the splendid Commonwealth which I represent, fifteen
hundred miles from the nearest tidewater and a mile or a mile
and a half above the sea, there is a strong sentiment in favor
of a goodly navy. I think I never cast a vote in this House for
battleships where my constituents would not have upheld me
had my vote been for a larger number than I voted for. I have
been one of those who for a number of years past have been in
favor of a two-battleship building program, and now, when in
the midst of war's alarm, with a good deal of warm talk at
home, the Committee on Naval Affairs keeps its program down
to two, and I am inclined to follow the committee, althongh with
the battleship already provided for that would make three this
¥year. The more I have thought of the matter, however, and the
more I have read of what is going on over yonder in Europe
the more doubt I have had as to the wisdom of building great
battleships at this time. Certainly what has occurred in the
theater of war about the North Sea has not tended to increase
our faith in these mighty leviathans of the deep. We have seen
the little deadly wasps of the sea keeping the great battleships
under cover of land fortifieat ons, or cowering in midsea fearful
to attack, seeking self-protection. In this condition of affairs
it seems to me of doubtful wisdom for us to go on building these
great ships, which may within a very brief period of time be
found to be very largely obsolete or out of date for the battles
of the future. It is true that the great naval engagement which
is likely to mark the close of the present war may demonstrate
the efficiency of the present superdreadnaught; but that is not
likely, and in any event the close of this war must find Europe
exhausted and in no condition to attack us or threaten us in
any way. Then there is another consideration. Whatever
cansed this war, whether too much militarism or too little in
some places, whether it was the lust of power or the desire to
use the well-prepared mailed fist, the great nations of Europe
are in the most lamentable struggle of all times. Their citizens
are being killed by the thousands, their homes laid waste, their
property destroyed. In a short time, through sheer exhaustion,
this must end, and then inevitably there must be some arrange-
ment for the reduction of armament, and when that time comes
this great Nation, the greatest power for peace on earth, would
be in an embarrassing position if it had on hand a great pro-
gram of naval expenditure. In consideration of all these things
I ghall vote for one battleship. [Applause.]

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. SterHENS].

Mr. STEPHENS of California. Mr. Chairman, I had not in-
tended to offer an amendment, as I later propose to offer, until
after the amendment of the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Hos-
sox] has been voted upon. My amendment is to further in-
crease our naval program by building battle cruisers, and I
want to call the attention of the House and the country to the
fact that the American Nation has not one battle cruiser, that
Great Britain has nine battle cruisers, with a speed of from 23
knots to 35.7 knots; that Germany has four battle cruisers with
a speed up to 29 knots.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEPHENS of California. Yes.

Mr. HOBSON. And there are also four acdditional building
in Germany, making eight.

Mr. STEPHENS of California. Yes; there are in addition
to those named four under construction by the German Navy.
Japan has two battle cruisers, with two under construction.
Italy has four battle cruisers. The United States has none.
The fastest battleship in the United States has a speed of a
little over 21 knots. In the British Navy the fastest battle-
ghip has a speed of 25 knots, and in the German 23 knots.
The fastest armored cruiser we have is one of 23 knots, and the
fastest armored cruiser that Great Britain has has a speed of a
little less than 25 knots.

Mr. Chairman, we need ships with speed, and we need sub-
marines., These two classes of fighting and defense craft have
the attention of the whole world to-day, because of the remark-
able work done by them in recent naval encounters. Mr. Chair-
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man, the United States Navy has not a single battle cruiser,
while other nations are provided as follows:

Battle cruisers,

Nations. Built. |Building.| Speed.
Knots.

1! 26 to 35

4 271029

2 2Wto 28

4 25

Noml |0 hasoins

Mr, Chairman, the fact that our fastest battleship has a speed
of only 21.22 knots, against battleships in British Navy of 25
knots and battleships in German Navy of 23 knots emphasizes
our positive need of speedy battle cruisers. I hope my amend-
ment, when offered, will carry.

I yield back the remainder of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back two minutes.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. WrTHERSPOON] 10 minutes. [Applause.]

Mr. WITHERSPOON. Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to finish
the presentation to the committee of the testimony of Admiral
Fiske. As I have already shown you, according to his judg-
ment, our Navy at present is so much superior to the German
Navy, and consequently all other navies except England’s, that
a naval engagement would, in all probability, result in our de-
stroying the entire German Navy without the loss, scarcely, of
any of ours. That is what his statements lead to. - Now, he
went on and then told what was the matter with our Navy. He
pointed out the defect about it, and the defect was not that we
have not got enough ships, not that we have not sufficient number
of dreadnaughts, not that they are not more powerful than any
ghips in the world, but he said that there are two defects in
our Navy. One is that we do not give cur personnel a sufficient
amount of target practice. His idea is that a slight advantage
in the skill of shooting will turn the scale, and that therefore
it is all important that we should give our men the highest
training that target practice can give them. That is one of the
two defects that he pointed out. The other one was that it is
not only necessary to give the training to the officers and the
men upon each ship, but that it is just as essential that the four
ships that make a squadron should be trained to maneuver and
to engage in battle exercises and be trained to operate in battle
as a unit, and that all the units, all the squadrons in a navy,
should be trained and developed to operate not only as an entire
battleship fleet, but in connection with all the destroyers and
submarines, so as to make one great fighting machine. [Ap-
plause.] He says that that is what we have neglected, and it is
the truth. It is just like I have told you all the time in my
speeches, and you never did believe me; that is, that we have
neglected what is vital and important in our Navy because those
things do not require any appropriation of money [applause],
and everything that requires us to squander the public funds
we have never neglected. [Applause.] There is just the trouble
about it.

Now, applying that, he says we have 21 of our 33 battleships
in good shape, and he says there are 12 of them that have been
put out of commission and in ordinary and in reserve; that
more than one-third of all our battleships are fixed =o that they
can not be used in war. He says that it will take five years, if
war should break ouf, even to get those 12 ships in a shape
where we could use them. He said we have not got the officers,
we have not got the men, and even after we should get them,
though we could get them in two years, that after we have the
full quota of men and officers to make these 12 battleships use-
ful, it would then take us three years to put them in fighting
shape. Now, instead of trying to remedy the defect, we have
been doing everything we could, and we are going to repeat it
to-day, to make the thing worse. The naval officers tell us
that if you authorize two more battleships to-day the only
possibility of using them will be to take the officers and men
off of two other ships and put them on those two new ones, and
then instead of having 12 useless battleships you will have 14,
and the more battleships you authorize, the worse you make-
the condition. At the same time that the battleships are in-
creasing the shortage of officers we have been permitting this
plucking board to eliminate 15 more every year. That is the
kind of folly we have been indulging in. Now, my friend from
Minnesota [Mr. MicLer] gives his view about the thing, and I
believe every man in the House has his views. I have my own,

but I have always learned this, that when I am sick and I do
not know what is the matter with me or how to doctor myself, I
go and get a doctor who does know. When a man has a lawsuit

and he can not attend to it himself, he goes to a lawyer who does
know how fo attend to it, and that is the way we do in life in
all of its departments. Now, here is the proposition where we
are all ignorant, because we have not studied it enough, and I
appeal to you to accept the testimony of the only men who do
know about it and to act upon the facts that they give you.
Nothing else is common sense.

Now, after Admiral Fiske had given that testimony which
shows that, according to his judgment, our Navy is absolutely
superior to the German Navy on the facts stated, that the
probability of a battle was that it would result in our destroying
all of their ships without losing anything, then he was given two
opportunities to say something in favor of more battleships, and
I want to call the attention of the committee to the fact that
the gentleman from Tennessee, the chairman, evidently was
disappointed when Admiral Fiske completed his views, and he
asked him this question:

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr., WITHERSPOON. Will the gentleman from Illinois
yield me a few minutes?

Mr. MANN. I will yield the gentleman three minutes.

Mr. WITHERSPOON. Here is what took place:

The CHAIRMAN, Admiral, in conneetion with the question that was
asked you about the training of men and practice and everything,
would you be understood as eliminating the construction of more ships,
and devoting all energy to the training of the men and target practice?

Admiral SEE. No, sir. I am afraid that wounld be a swing of the
pendulum too much the other way. I think we have got to Igook for-
ward to a good many years of competition, and I think the more we
can keep our minds on the idea that it is competition the better off we
will be. It is not what we do so much as what the other fellows do.
It is wonderfully like a baseball team. It is not what your people do;
it is what the team does against which you have to play.

Look at the other fellow, he says; that was his answer to the
gentleman from Tennessee. Well, let us look at the other fel-
low. Who is the other fellow? If Germany is the other fellow,
what has she been doing? She has not been increasing her
navy, she has actually lost 45 ships and, according to all the
probabilities in the future, in the next six months she will lose a
great many more than she has up to this time. The same way
with England, the same way with France and Russia and all
others. The probabilities are that they are going to lose a great
many more than they have already lost. Now, if you look at the
other fellow, then what is the conclusion? Certainly that we
need no more battleships. But that was not satisfactory. So
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FAre] made an effort to
get Admiral Fiske to change this testimony, and here is what
he said:

Mr. Farr. What do we lack?

Admiral F1sgg. The fundamental tblnlg is a general staff, which ghall
arrange the plans. That is fundamental,

He did not tell him we lacked any battleships or dreadnaughts
or any other kind of ships; he did not answer him as he wanted
him to answer. That was not satisfactory to Mr. Fagg, and so
he said:

What in the way of ships, etc.?

He presses it on him to know if we do not need more ships,
Admiral Fiske says: ;

We have not enough personnel to man all the ships.

That is the testimony of the experts. I will tell you gentle-
men of this committee if the Members could take the 1,300
printed pages of testimony and see what the naval officers, the
only men who know about it, say, they would not vote for any
battleships. No battleship would be put through this House in
this bill if there were not profits in it. It is the money power
behind it which is the foundation of it. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Garpxer], if T may.

Mr. GARDNER. I want to read from Admiral Fiske's evi-
dence:

Admiral Fisge. The i;]Jcallcy,-- of the General Board is to cut down what
we really think we ought to have, because if we told Congress what we
really think we ought to have they would say we are crazy.

Admiral Fiske has asked for four battleships.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. HENSLEY].

Mr, HENSLEY. Mr. Chairman, since I have been a member
of the Naval Affairs Committee I have to the best of my ability
given careful study to the questions that came before the com-
mittee. I have discovered this, Mr. Chairman, that upon any
proposition where individuals or institutions were interested,
where there was something to be gotten out of the project that
was proposed to our committee, when a stand has been taken
against those projects, invariably the protests made by those
directly interested have been exceedingly vicious and ugly.
For the position that I have taken upon the naval questions
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invariably the press of this country, the press in the sections
of the country where the increases in the main go, has been
indignant and has said the ugliest things possible about the
members of the Naval Affairs Committee who have not sup-
ported their views in respect to these increases.

Only a few moments ago the gentleman from Washington
[Mr. HumMpHEEY] was making an argument, and he insisted
that for many years there had been only one battleship in the
Pacific Ocean; that the Pacific coast had not been properly de-
fended ; that we should have, with the Navy that is in existence
and under the control of the Naval Establishment of this
country, more battleships in the Pacific Ocean. In that, I say,
the gentleman may be right, for they may be needed as badly
out there as anywhere, but when I got to my feet and put the
guestion to the gentleman from Washington whether, in the face
of that condition, with only one battleship in the Pacifie, they
had not gotten along first rate and were not doing very well,
without anybody suffering, the gentleman from Washington got
very indignant and replied to me in a way, as I see it and
understand it, that was ungentlemanly, ugly, and insolent.

As soon as I put the gquestion to the gentleman and he an-
swered me in the fashion in which he did, I recalled that the
gentleman had been before the Naval Affairs Committee both
last year and this year. I did not suppose that because of the
opposition of some of the members of that committee to projects
that he was insisting upon that the gentleman from Washington
entertained any ill feeling for the members of the committee
who did not agree with him. Last year when before-the Naval
Affairs Committee the gentleman from Washington made a very
vigorous appeal, a very eloguent plea, for increases in the
Naval Establishment, so as to afford them protection along the
Pacific coast. But, my friends, at the conclusion of his state-
ment he was as insistent, he was as eloquent, when he came to
the proposition of building a dry dock out in his district as he
was in any other portion of his statement before the Naval
Affairs Committee. And not only that, but only a few days ago
the gentleman from Washington appeared before the Naval
Affairs Committee, and on that oceasion he was appealing for
national defense, but at the same time asking for $20,

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the gentleman from Missouri
has expired.

Mr. HENSLEY. May I have one minute?

Mr. PADGETT. I yield one minute more to the gentleman.

Mr. HENSLEY. Appealing for an appropriation for a build-
ing slip, to cost $20,000, in his district. So I say now, my
friends, that this is the attitude of these gentlemen who are
appealing for increases, who are insisting upon more battleships,
and all of those propositions. They are asking for those things
that inure to the benefit of fhe people of their communities,
And so I pass over the ugly, the insulting, the insolent remarks
made by the gentleman from Washington, knowing full well that
the membership of this House know him to be one of the most
insulting and partisan Members of the House. [Applause on
the Democratic side.]

Mr. PADGETT. Mr, Chairman, I yield three minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr., LEvy].

Mr. LEVY. Mr. Chairman, in explanation of my vote I de-
sire to say that I am, and always have been, in favor of a large
Navy, but under existing circumstances it is my intention to
vote for two battleships for the simple reason that should
favorable action be taken by this House on the four-battleship
proposition it is likely to be misconstrued on the theory that
we are in danger of war. I, however, am of an entirely dif-
ferent opinion. My views coincide with those of the distin-
guished chairman of the Military Affairs Committee [Mr. Hay],
who, when the Army appropriation bill was under consideration
recently by this body, made the following statement:

That we are further off from war than at any time In our history.

For that reason, Mr. Chairman, I hope the committee will
indorse the two-battleship program, as proposed by the Naval
Affairs Committee. [Applause.]

Mr, Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. PADGETT. How much time did the gentleman use?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman used two minutes.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, how does the time stand?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MANN]
has 9 minutes remaining, and the genileman from Tennessee
13 minutes.

Mr. PADGETT. I will ask tle gentleman to use his time.

Mr. MANN. Is the gentleman going to close in one speech?

Mr. PADGETT. Yes.

Mr. MANN. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. RoBerTs].

LII—198

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chalrman, about two
hours ago I heard from the lips of the Democratic leader the
statement that this country for the fiscal year 1916 would be fac-
ing a deficit of forty or fifty millions of dollars, if I remember
the figures correctly. Y

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman evidently did not hear
me correctly.

Mr, ROBERTS of Massachusetis. I read his statement, how-
ever, *

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I said that there was a probable deficit
of $20,000,000 in all expenditures, which, of course, the gentle-
man understands does not include the Post Office Department.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Let me ask the gentleman
on what theory or hypothesis there is to be a deficiency of
$20,000,000 in ordinary expenditures?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Because the estimated expenditures un-
der these appropriation bills will exceed the estimated receipts
to that extent.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. What affects the receipts
for 19167

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Well, I will say to the gentleman that
the estimated receipts are $735,000,000, which, of course, in-
cludes the receipts from the new revenue bill. The receipts last
year, if the gentleman will allow me, were $734,000,000.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. I have only five minutes,

and I do not want the gentleman to take up all my time.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. So practically the receipts, including
those derived from the new revenue bill, are as much as last
year, but the estimated expenditures have increased.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Well, Mr. Chairman, if the
estimated deficit of 1916 is no nearer to what will actually oceur
than the actual receipts under the Democratic internal-revenue
and income tax have been, as compared with the estimates re-
specting them, I think it is fair to say we shall have a deficit
of not less than $50,000,000, and probably more, if the same
policies and the same laws enacted by the Democracy are con-
tinued on the statute books. [Applause on the Republican side.]

If the gentleman from Alabama wants to economize and keep
the expenditures within the receipts, why does he select the
military defense of the country for the object of his economy?
Why not economize in river and harbor appropriations and in
publie buildings appropriations and in good roads appropriations
and in many other of the items in the departmental supply bills,
and not effect all economies at the expense of the military effi-
ciency of this Government? And if the gentleman wants to
effect these economies, why does he not go the whole limit and
cut out all naval bullding, and by so doing obviate any defi-
ciency in the year 19167

Mr. Chairman, the building program that has been presented
by the committee here is one of the fairest and best-balanced
programs that has come out of that committee since I have
been a member of it. Many people throughout the country have
been swept off their feet by this war in Europe and have
clamored that Congress, through its Military Committees, shounld
make extraordinary provisions in the Army appropriation bill
and in the Naval appropriation bill. But the Committee on
Naval Affairs—and I am glad to say also the Committee on
Military Affairs—have not been swept from their moorings by
this clamor. They have gone ahead on the even tenor of their
way, and this program of 2 battleships, 17 submarines, 6 de-
stroyers, an oil ship, a transport, and a hospital ship is one of
the fairest programs that has ever been reported.

The gentleman from Alabama would cripple the battleship
feature by cutting out one. He would limit the number of sub-
marines. I want to say, Mr. Chairman, that there is no form
of warship that so appeals to the public fo-day as the subma-
rine. It has demonstrated itself, [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has expired. =

Mr. MANN. AMr. Chairman, I understand the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. PapcerT] intends to close in one speech?

Mr. PADGETT. Yes.

Mr. MANN. I have four minutes?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
MannN] is recognized for four minutes.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I really had not intended to
speak upon this paragraph at all, but I think I shall use the
four minutes in submitting an observation or two.

Under the appropriation bill of last year we authorized an
extra battleship over the two that were directly carried in the
bill, by reason of having obtained $12,000,000 from Greece on
the sale of two battleships. That $12,000,000, however, was
covered Into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts and has
been expended with other money received in the Treasury, and

’
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the free mioney in the Treasury now is getting very low,
although that battleship has not yet been built. The $12,000,000
we have spent for other purposes, and if we now authorize two
battleships In this bill it will mean that in truth we shall be
commencing, practically, three new battleships instead of two,
and we shall have to pay for the work that is done on the three
instead of for the work that is done on the two.

Mr. HOBSON. | Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANN. No; I do not yield to anyone. :

Now, I commend the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDER-
woopn]. I have always regarded him as a great statesman, and
I do now. [Applause.] He accepts the consequences of his
folly. Having brought the Government to the condition where
the receipts are rapidly becoming less than enough to support
the Government, he accepts the situation and proposes to cut
down the expénses. Of course I know that the Democratic side
of the House conveniently lays upon the European war every
difficulty in the way of Government. But we on our side of the
House know that the trouble with the receipts of the Govern-
ment is the Underwood tariff law, and the trouble with the
country is Democratic misrule. [Applause on the Republican
side.]

Now, it is an old and accepted doctrine that you can not have
your cake and eat it, too. The country has placed the Democ-
racy in control of the Government. However much the country
may desire the enlargement of the Navy, the country must un-
derstand that while the Democrats are running the Government
and enacting bad legislation there will not be money enough to
provide two battleships a year. Hence I propose to accept the
consequences and vote with the gentleman from Alabama for
one battleship and in favor of economy. [Applause.] And I
will say to my friends on this side of the aisle that I am in
favor of economy all along the line. As long as the Democratic
policies are in control we shall have trouble about the revenues
and the expenditures. When the Republicans again gain the
ascendancy we shall have money enough and we can make the
necessary expenditures. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I shall not consume the time
of the committee in the useless and futile purpose of replying to
the stale and oft-repeated assertions of the gentleman from I1li-
nois [Mr. Max~]. Everybody knows that the counfry is to be
congratulated on the fact that we have a Democratic adminis-
tration and that Demédcrats are in control of the Government.
[Applause on the Democratic side.] We are meeting many of
the extravagances that were put upon the country under Re-
publican administrations. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Now let us come to the discussion of this matter immediately
before the House. The gentleman from Mississippl [Mr. WiTH-
ErsrooN] announced a text which I accept. He said if a man
was sick and did not know himself, he shonld go to a doctor
and follow the advice of the doctor. If he had a legal matter
and did not know himself, he should go to an attorney and fol-
low the advice of his attorney. Those are sound maxims, but
the gentleman does not follow them.

Every single expert that we have, without exception; every
admiral, every officer that has come before the Committee on
Naval Affairs, not only this year but in the years past, has said
that the battleships were the mainstay and the defense and the
offense in time of war on the sea, and nothing else can or should
take their place. They are the fighting machines. They are the
machines that will control the sea. Somebody says that the
battleships have not fired a gun. They have accomplished the
same result. If there had been a battle and they had destroyed
every ship that Germany had, what would have been the result?
England would have had control of the sea, and nothing more.
She has got control of the sea to-day by the power of her battle-
ships having all of the German fleet either interned abroad or
hiding in her own ports behind the protection of her forts.
England has absolutely destroyed the commerce of Germany,
export and import, amounting to more than $5,000,000,000 a year.

The battleship is the important weapon of war. Not only
that, but something was said here a moment ago about battle
cruisers. A battle eruiser would be a very great weapon for
certain purposes, but it is not the principal fighting machine.
A battleship constructed under a modern program carries armor
of 13} inches. A battle eruniser carries 8-inch armor. Now, they
talk about the speed. That does not settle anything. In the
battle that was fought the other day it was the gun power that
decided the fight. England had 133-inch guns and Germany was
fighting with 8}-inch guns. On the question of speed, if the
cruiser comes within shooting distance of the hattleship, the
battleship is within shooting distance of the cruiser, so that
the battleship would destroy the cruiser if she stood before the
battleship’s fire.

’1

The purpose of the cruiser is not to fight, but it Is to destroy
commerce and to act in the nature of a scout. The aeroplane
is being developed to do the scouting and the reconnoitering,
and is being used for that purpose. England has nine battle
cruisers; but if you will notice the statistics, she is building only
one at the present time.

Mr. HOBSON. Will the gentleman yleld there?

Mr. PADGETT. Yes.

Mr. HOBSON. The gentleman will notice that with the 1
which is now building Great Britain will then have 10,

Mr. PADGETT. That is true.

Mr. HOBSON. Ten to thirty-six, or more than one-quarter
as many battle cruisers as battleships.

Mr. PADGETT. Yes.

Mr. HOBSON. While Germany has 8 to 20, Japan 4 to 6,
and Russia 4 to 7.

Mr. PADGETT. Yes; but all of them recognize that the bat-
tleship is the implement that will ultimately decide the fighting,
and so determine the victory or the defeat.

Now, let us take the advice of the men who know. The gen-
tleman spoke in glowing terms of Admiral Fletcher. I am only,
quoting the language of Admiral Fletcher in this statement that
I am making before you. Every single officer who appeared be-
fore us said that the supreme demand of our Navy is for battle-
ships. Gentlemen speak of the speed. A cruiser is a fast ves-
sel, sacrificing its fighting power for speed; but a battle eruiser
of 30,000 tons displacement would cost $20,000,000, as against
$15,000,000 for a battleship. It would cost 25 per cent more a
year to operate it than it would a battleship. So that we come
down to the vital question in this matter, Shall we stand by,
and take the recommendation and the opinions of the men who
know, and the men upon whom we must rely in the time of
battle? They are honorable men, they are learned men, they
are troe, patriotic men, devoted to the interests and the welfare
of the country, and they come without exception and tell us
that the battleship is par excellence above every other consid-
eration the thing that the American Navy needs. When we
have secured the quota of these that we need, we can turn our
attention to other things. i

Mr. MILLER. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr, PADGETT. Yes. .

Mr. MILLER. Having in mind the present state of the Amer-
ican Navy, does not the gentleman think American naval
efficiency would be inereased by constructing a unit of four
battle cruisers for the immediate future, rather than four battle-
ships?

Mr. PADGETT. I do not, and every officer in the Navy
who testified said no. Every one of them recognized and
recommended battleships

Mr. TRIBBLE. Will the gentleman yield on that question?

Mr. PADGETT. Yes.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Does not the gentleman think that the officers
on board the ships who have to do the fighting in time of war
and who want to be carried safely to victory and to the shore
again, would recommend the thing that they thought would do
the best fighting?

Mr, PADGETT. Why, of course. That is axiomatic.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I am not going to take up further time
in the presentation of this matter. We have these men. We
rely upon them in the time of danger. We trust them in the
hour of battle. We put them at the front. They have studied
these questions. They are responsible for results. Let us, as
sensible men, accept the universal, unbroken testimony of these
men and stand by their recommendations. There are several
propositions here——

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman——

Mr. PADGETT. I have not time to yield, much as I would
like to yield to the gentleman from Illinois. There are several
propositions here—one for four battleships. The comnittee
have reported in favor of two. Then there is a proposition to
reduce it to one, and there is another proposition to wipe out
all and have none. The committee gave careful heed and con-
sideration to them; the department did the same. The com-
mittee have recommended two battleships; the department rec-
ommended two. The General Board wanted more, but the ad-
ministration stands for two. It appears in the record that the
President has approved the recommendation for two. So we
have not only the administration, but we have every officer of
the Navy standing solidly behind two battleships as the imple-
ments of war that will do the fighting and determine the issug
and decide the result of victory or defeat.

I call for a vote. Vil

The CHATIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr, Uxperwoopn] to the amendment |
of the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HoesoN]. i
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Mr. GORDON. Let it be reported.

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that the
noes appeared to have it.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I ask for a division, Mr. Chairman.

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 122, noes 123,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr, Chairman, I demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment be again reported.

The Clerk again reported the amendment, as follows:

“ Strﬂ:a out the word “four” in the Hobson amendment and insert
one,

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Mr., Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. If the amendment for one
battleship is adopted, will there be an opportunity to vote for
two battleships?

The CHAIRMAN. That is not a parliamentary inquiry; but
there will be, of course.

Mr. MANN. If the amendment is adopted, then the Hobson
amendment will come next for a vote.

The Chair appointed as tellers Mr. Uxperwcop and Mr. Hos-
SON.

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported that
there were 142 ayes and 129 noes,

So the amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

Mr. MANN, But, Mr. Chairman, the vote now recurs on the
Hobson amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands that; but it may
be that the amendment of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Fowrer] is to the Hobson amendment.

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I do not know the exact place
my amendment comes in, but I want it to fit in the appropri-
ate place.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend, page 64, in line 6, by striking out the words * highest prac-
ticable s ** and insert in lien thereof ‘the words “ speed of not less
than 28 koots per hour.”

The CHATIRMAN. That is not germane to the Hobson amend-
ment. The question now is on the Hobson amendment as
amended.

Mr. SLAYDEN. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. SLAYDEN. The effect of this if adopted would be to
change the paragraph at the top of page 64 and provide for one
battleship.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; if it is adopted.

The question was being taken when Mr. Pangerr demanded
tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed as tellers Mr.
Unperwoop and Mr. Hoesox.

The committee divided, and the tellers reported that there
were 139 ayes and 148 noes.

So the amendment of Mr. HoesoN was rejected.

Mr. STEPHENS of California. Mr. Chairman, I desire to
offer an amendment.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, as a member of the committee
I desire to offer an amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FowLEr].

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend, page 64, in line 6, by strikin
ticable speed ” amd insert in' licu thereo
than 28 knots per hout.”

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from California
desire to offer an amendment to the amendment?

Mr. STEPHENS of California. No; Mr. Chairman, my amend-
ment is to the paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Alabama desire
to offer an amendment to the amendment?

Mr. HOBSON. No; Mr. Chairman.

Mr. PARKER of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, I offer my
amendment as a substitute for the amendment of the gentleman
from Illinois.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment to the amendment by Mr. PARKER of New Jer:g.
.~ Page G4, line 6, after the words “ highest practicable speed,” insert
the words “ at least equal to those of any known battleships."”

out the words “ highest prac-
the words * speed of not less

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment to the
amendment offered by the gentleman from New Jersey.

The question was taken, and the amendment to the amend-
ment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FowLEr].

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. FowLEr) there were 20 ayes and 113 noes.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. FOWLER. Now, Mr. Chairman, I ask that my amend-
ﬁ:;lt be modified so as to provide for a speed of not less than 25

ts,

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend 1king L
ble sm"ﬁ?asii’sﬁtlﬂel?éubggm mﬁ“éél‘&“??zg‘;ea o
25 knots per hour,”

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
speak upon this amendment for five minutes. [Cries of “ Regu-
lar order!”]

The CHAIRMAN. The regular order is demanded.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. STEPHENS of California. Mr. Chairman, now I offer
my amendment to the paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama has offered
an amendment to the paragraph.

Mr. HOBSON. No, Mr. Chairman; my amendment comes in
at the end of the paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from California [Mr. STEPHENS].

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment . BrEpHENS of California:

Page 64, In llne 4, after the word * battleship,” Insert the words
2 one batttleship erniser.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from California.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
StepHENS of California) there were—ayes 65, noes 124,

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend, in line 4,
page 64, by striking out the word * battleship " and substituting
the words “ battle cruisers.”

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 64, in llne 4, strike out the word * battleship™ and insert In
lieu thereof the words * battle eruisers.”

The CHATRMAN, The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Minnesota.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend, page 64, in line 8, after the word “ class,” by Inserting the
following :

“ Inclading not less than four 18-inch guns capable of throwing shells
of 500 pounds of high explosives at longest range of battleship guns.”

The CHATRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Illinois.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr,
Fowtrer) there were—ayes 5, noes 102,

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question now is on the amendment
of the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WiTHERSPoON] to strike
out the paragraph,

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
WITHERSPOON ) there were—ayes 75, noes 162.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment as a new paragraph, which I send to the desk and ask to
have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment by Mr, HoBsoN: At the end of line 8 insert as a new
paragraph the following:

“Two first-class battleships carrying as powerful armament as any
vessel of their class, to have the greatest desirable radius of action,
with a speed of not fess than 30 knots, and as heavy armor as possible
to permit the foregoing requirements, and to cost, exclusive of armor
and armament, not to exceed $14,000,000.”

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Speaker,
order on that.

Mr. BUTLER. Is that offered as a new paragraph?

The CHAIRMAN. It is.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I desire fo be heard upon the
amendment.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I make the peint of
order that the paragraph just passed is the one to which an
amendment providing for battleships is germane,

ractica-

ghest
ess than

not

I make the point of
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Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I would like to be heard on the
proposition.

The CHAIRMAN.,
point of order.

Mr. HOBSON.
type of battleship.

Mr. FITZGERALD. OL, no; that is not my point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman makes the point of order
that the gentleman from Alabama should have offered his
amendment to the paragraph just passed.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I feel it ought to be a new
paragraph in the bill. If the Chair will read the amendment,
he will see that it is not in line with the wording of the battle-
ships provided in the bill, and I felt myself that when the
amendment for one battle cruiser was offered as a substitute
for battleships in the paragraph it was subject to the point of
order. But this is a separate paragraph and is not subject to
the point of order. We have a right to make various types of
ships in the bill, and this is a type of ship we are going to
eventually come to, and I wish to lay it before the Congress, and
incidentally before the country, in advance of its final adoption.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, this amendment is simply
for battle cruisers. It substitutes the word * cruiser™ for the
word “ ship.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ecall attention to the fact
that it is not for a battle cruiser, but it is an amendment pro-
viding for battleships.

Mr. HOBSON. Very well; if the Chair wishes to call it
battle cruiser, well and good.
thgzhe CHAIRMAN. The Chair does not wish to eall it any-

g.

Mr. HOBSON. I am not going fo take time. I ask unanimous
consent to change that and to make it a battle cruiser. What
is there in a name, Mr. Chairman? I would like to be recog-
nized on the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has not yet decided the point
of order.

Mr. HOBSON. I thought the point of order had been with-
drawn,

Mr. FITZGERALD. Obh, the gentleman can not withdraw
points of order for me.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would have sustained the point
of order if the amendment had remained as the gentleman in-
iroduced it, but as the gentleman has changed it——

Mr. HOBSON. I suggest to change it to battle cruisers.
What is there in a name?

The CHATRMAN. The Chair will overrule the point of order.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer another amendment,
with the word “ cruiser” substituted.

The CHAIRMAN. Then the Chair sustains the point of order
to the first amendment offered by the gentleman from Alabama,
and the gentleman now offers another amendment, which the
Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Two first-class battle crulsers, cnrrylngmas 3owerm armament as any
vessel of their ¢ to have the greatest desirable radius of action,
D e ity et ety At 15 et eary o e
at;dpe a‘;-nlimment, not to exeeed $14,000,000, o

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of ‘order against
the amendment.

The CHATRMAN, The Chair will hear the gentleman.

Mr. MANN. The rule, as I recall it, is that it is in order to
insert a provision for any new fighting ship where the Navy
now possesses one of that class, but where a new type of ship
is to be provided for, then that is not in continuation of a work
now in progress and must come in in the form of legislatien.

Now no one claims, I think, certainly if they do claim it it is
only for the purpose of argument, that there are now any battle
cruisers in the Navy, hence this is an authorization for a new
type of fighting ship and not in order under the rulings which
have been made from time to time on that subject.

AMr. HOBSON. My, Chairman, I do not care to be heard upon
the point as to the matter of its being in order, but I will say,
if the Chair holds that it is out of order, that I will offer this
amendment, and instead of ‘“battle cruiser,” offer it simply as
a “cruiser.”” -

The CHATRMAN.

Mr. GARDNER.

The Chair:will hear the gentleman on the
The point of order is that this is a different

The Chair is ready to rule.
I would like to be heard upon the point of

order.
Mr. HOBSON. I will not keep the attention of the House
lenger.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks the amendment is

clearly in order, and it has been ruled again and again that the
naval appropriation bill may carry warships and things of that
sort. The Chair, therefore, overrules the point of order,

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairm this would give a type of shi
with qualities. that ail the world will have fémm of 10 yenrg.
Now, I am not a prophet nor the son of a prophet, but I will
take occasion now to state that at the Naval War College in
Newport in 1907, we worked out a series of maneuvers on the
war board, and at that'time I requested that ships as high as
30,000 tons should be imagined as existing and they were called
““Hobsons.” It was believed at that time it would be many,
many years before the world ever came to the 30,000-ton ship
gllt ever reached that size, but all the nations are now building

em.

The ship called for in my amendment would be of about
40,000 tons. The principle is this: The useful weight—the dis-
placement—varies as to the cube of a linear dimension, and the
dead welght—the hull, decks, and the like. like a surface—vary
as to the square; so the larger the dimension and the larger
the ship then the larger the proportion of the weight will be
available for offensive and defensive purposes. We are bound
to come to these large ships before long. We should be the first.
The vessel would have the high qualities of both the dread-
naught and the dreadnaught cruiser. I realize that this would
be a very large increase over what already has been provided:
but let me remind my friends that to-day we are not increasing
as fast as six nations of the world. Take the matter of capital
ships building. Great Britain.stands first, with 17; Russia
stands second, and ties with Germany, each with 11; France
stands fourth, with 8; Japan fifth, with 6; and America comes
in sixth, with 4. Now, take the tonnage. In tonnage building
to-day Great Britain stands first, with 556,000 tons; Russia
stands second, with 407,000 tons; Germany stands third, with
854,000 tons; France stands fourth, with 211,000 tons; Japan
stands fifth, with 180,000 tons; and Ameriea stands sixth, with
120,000 tons. Do not let anybody imagine that if they vote for
my amendment they tend to have the American program on the
basis of any two nations. It would barely get Ameriea up to
fourth place. To-day we are the fourth great nation of the
world. We will, when the ships now building are completed, be
below France. Even according to this program of two battle-
ships a year, it will not be many years until we are the sixth
navy in the world. Now, gentlemen here may take the respon-
sibility. I am going to give them the opportunity. I am going
to give them an opportunity to vote down this amendment and
say that America shall descend to be the sixth-rate nation in
the world.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Alabama.

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced the
noes seemed to have it.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a division. I would
like to look at the Members; I shall not ask for tellers.

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 54, noes 121,

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment as an
additional paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report it

The Clerk read as follows:

Or page 64, at the end of line 8, add as a new paragraph the follow-

q""I.‘\im scouts, to have the highest practicable speed and test de-
sirable radius of action and to”r:oat. exclusive of armor armament,

not to exceed $4,000,000 each.

The CHATRMAN.

ment.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I desire to be heard, but I
will not use up the five minutes. I want to call the attention
of Members to the fact that our fleet to-day is without eyes.
It can not see a hundred miles. It ought to see across the
Atlantic Ocean, and as far as from the Pacific coast to the
Hawaiian Islands, and from there to Asia. It is the only Navy
in the world whose fleet has no scouting wvessel, and has no
vessel that can be used for an ocean scout. The great battle
cruisers and special scout cruisers are the eyes of the fleets
of Europe. The former can make reconnoissance in force.
That is, they can fight while they scout.

The only scout vessels we have are the antiquated type of the
Birmingham class, that can not keep the seas—little, small
cruisers that ought to be used as gunboats or put into the dis-
card. So to-day our fleet, which lacks aeroplanes with which
to scout, and lacks Zeppelins with which to scout, and which
lacks enough torpedo-boat destroyers to care for the defense of
the fleet, has neither battle eruisers to scout with nor any scouts
proper. We maintain the 21-battleship fleet in a condition
where it simply could not fight on equal terms with a 21-battle-
ship fleet of any other country. Our fleet is in a condition of
inferiority that is exceedingly serious. The General Board urged
that we proyide four scouts in this bill, two for each division of

The question is on agreeing to the amend-
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the fleet. Instead of that we have not a single one. I am not
going to dwell on it. 'This is a proposition not to increase the
Navy. You voted down those propositions. The proposition is
whether we are going to make the Navy we now have efficient
or not, and on that basis I give the membership a chance to
vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The quesiion was taken, and the Chair ammounced that the
noes seemed to have it

Mr. HOBSON. Division, Mr. Chairman. I want to look at |

those also.
The committee divided ; and there were—ayes 55, noes 99,
So the amendment was rejected.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

8ix torpedo-boat destroyers, to have the highest practicable speﬁ‘tu
cost, exclusive of armor and armament, not to exceed $925,000

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I move to make that eight.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama offers an |

amendment, which the Clerk will report.
Mr. HOBSON. Make it eight. Strike out the word “six™
and insert the word “eight.”
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:
o eli’gﬂﬂ;f,’ﬁ-!-. line 9, strike out the word *“six" and Insert the word
Mr. HOBSON.
as I said. This body has determined on two battleships, but
the principle of strategy the world over is that every battleship
to be effective and "have its defense against submarines ought

to have four destroyers. It is simply to make the appropriation |

for two battleships symmetrical.

The CHATRMAN.
ment.

The question was taken, and the Chair announced that the
noes seemed fo have it. .

Mr. HOBSON. Division, Mr. Chairman.

The commiitee divided; and there were—ayes 50, noes 10L.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I desire to
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Washington offers
an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 64, after line 11, insert the following:

“ Provided, That three of said torpedo boats herein authorized shall
be built on the Pacific coast: Pr ed further, That the cost of con-
struction on the Pacific coast does not exceed the cost of construction
?‘r: lill‘l]: i‘}atg}g:!g coast plus the cost of transportation from the Atlantic

Mr, PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to that.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- |

ment,
The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.
Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amend-
ment.

The CHATIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania offers |

an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 64, line 11, after the word *“each,” insert the following:

“ Provided, Such torpedo-boat destroyers shall be so constrocted
with respect to draft and beam as to enable them to use such coastal
waterways and canals as afford means of safe communication in times
of peace and strategic advantage in times of war.”

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order on |

that,

Mr. MOORE. I ask the genileman te reserve his point of
order. I did not expect, of course, that this amendment would
pass, but—

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Tennessee re-
serve his point of order?

Mr. PADGETT. It is too late.

Mr. MOORE. Just for a moment.
for unanimous consent.

Mr. PADGETT. Very well.

Mr. MOORE. I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, to
extend my remarks in the Recorp on this subject.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to.the gentleman’s
request?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The genfleman from Tennessee [Mr.
PapceErr] makes a point of order on the amendment. The Chair
sustains the point of erder. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

One submarine to be of seagoing

I want to make a request

pe to have a surface speed of

not less than 20 knots, to cost, exclusive of armor and armament, not

I do not do that, Mr. Chairman, to increase, |

The question is on agreeing to the amend- :

exceeding $1,400,000, and 16 submarines to eost, exclusive of armor and
t, not exceeding $550,000 each, and the sum of $3,405,000 is
hereby appropriated for sald purposes to be available until expended.
The sum of $800,000 is bereby reappropriated out of the total un-
ob) balances of all annual appros%m ons for the Naval Establish-
ment for the fiseal year ending June 30, 1914, and made available until
endll;ded'ﬂor the construction of the submarine torpedo boats herein
author!

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order
on that portion of the paragraph commencing with line 18 down
| to and including the w “anthorized ” in line 23.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains the point of order.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Teunnessee offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 64, line 18, after the word “ expended,” insert: * The following
| sums are hereby propriated out of the unobligated balances of the
| followin, wgmpﬂ ons for the Naval Establ ent for the fiseal
year en(ﬁng une 30, 1914; * Bquipment of vessels,” $625,000; * Steam
| machinery,” $175,000, and made available until expended for the con-
struction of the submarine torpedo boats hereln authorized.”

Mr. FITZGERALD. I make a point of order, Mr. Chairman,
| against the amendment in that it makes this money available
| until expended, in contravention of the covering-in act, which
requires appropriations to be covered into the Treasury at the
L end of two years.

| Mr. PADGETT. The practice of the Navy is to carry it until
it 1s expended.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has no guestion but that it is
subject to a point of erder.

. Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I understand that the “1In-
erease of the Navy * is excepted from the covering-in act. The
law exempts the * Increase of the Navy.”

Mr, FITZGERALD. Oh, no.

The CHAIRMAN. Has the gentleman any law there?
| Mr. PADGETT. I do not have it with me. Does the Chair
' sustain the point of order?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is compelled to sustain it un-
Iess the gentleman will cite the law aunthorizing it. :
| Mr. PADGETT. I move to strike out the words “and made
‘available until expended.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment to
| the amendment offered by the gentleman from Tennessee.
The Clerk read as follows:

04, line 18, after the word “ expended,” insert :
“The following sums are hereby reappropriated out of the unobii-
| gated balances of the following approp ons for the Naval Estab-
.ghmcnt for the fiseal year ending June 30, 1914 : * Equipment of ves-
| sels,” $625,000; * Steam machinery,” $175,000, for the construction of
the su rine torpede boats herein authorized.”

The CHATRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that
the ayes seemed to have it.

Mr. FITZGERALD. A division, Mr, Chairman.
|  The CHAIRMAN. A division is demanded.

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 133, noes 20.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, the Clerk, in reporting the
| amendment, struck out the words “ and made available.” The
only words to be stricken out are *“ until expended.” It is to be
made *‘ available for the construetion of the submarines herein
aunthorized.” The only words to be stricken out are “ until
| expended.”

| The CHAIRMAN.

' modified as indicated.

There was no objection.
| - Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer a substitute for the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. SLAYDEN]
| offers a substitute for the amendment, which the Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment by Mr. SLAYDEN : On page G4 of the bill, under “ Inecrease
of the Navy,” strike out lines 12 to 28, inclusive, and insert in lieu of
the E_rovtsions for the same the following:

“Three submarines of seagoing type, to have a surface speed of not
less than 20 koots, at a fotal cost not emeediug $1,600,000 each; and
30 submarines of coast-defense type, at a total cost not exceeding

665,000 each, and the sum of $10,000,000 is hereby appropriated for
said purposes, to be available until expended.”

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I want to say just a word
with reference to that. A few moments ago the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. PapngeErr] in his fervid oration in defense of
a type of war vessel which, in the opinion of many people, is
rapidly disappearing as an effective weapon, and which in the
present war has disappeared almost completely by immuring
itself in certain harbors and refuges of safety, said that the

Without objection, the amendment will be

battle was not to the swift, for which he has seriptural au-
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thority, but that it was to the biggest ship and the heaviest
guns., That contradicts the report made by the distinguished
British admiral, Sir David Beatty, the other day, in reporting
the result of the conflict in the North Sea. He said that he
abandoned the pursuit of his crippled and retreating enemy be-
cause the presence of submarines was suspected. Now, Mr.
Chairman, experts differ as to the value of the battleship. Ex-
pert PapgerT, of Tennessee, differs from BExpert Admiral Sir
Percy Scott; and I submit that a man who has spent 40 years
on the sea and who has achieved such distinction in his profes-
sion, and who has been decorated in the manner in which they
reward service of that kind in that country, is better entitled
to the confidence of this House on the matter of submarines.

But, Mr. Chairman, the submarines are making their own
argument very effectively every day, as reported in this after-
noon’s paper which I had in my hand only a few minutes ago,
and which shows that they are extending the war zone into
waters which heretofore have been regarded as practically lakes
of the British Empire. The submarines are making their own
argument, and I shall not detain the House any further.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendmoant offered
by the gentleman from Texas.

The question being taken; on a division (demanded by Mr.
SLAYDEN) there were—ayes 53, noes 86.

Accotdingly the amendment was rejected.

Mr. WITHERSPOON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out
the word “ sixteen,” in line 15, on page 64, and substitute there-
for the word * two.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 64, line 15, strike out * sixteen"” and insert in lieu thereof
Ll lWO."

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment.

Mr. WITHERSPOON. Mr. Chairman, is no debate allowed
on this amendment? :

The CHAIRMAN. Ob, yes.

Mr. WITHERSPOON. Mr. Chairman, I want to say that,
according to all the testimony by the naval experts, there is
not the slightest justification for 16 submarines. We already
have built, building, and authorized 59. There are only two
concerns in the United States that build them, and they have
been years and years building those already authorized, and
there is just no way to get them built. In addition to that,
the naval experts say that we do not need any more submarines.
Admiral Fletcher, the commander in chief of the Atlantic Fleet,
was urged to say that we needed a large number, and he de-
clined to do it. He said it might be advisable to build a few
more, but he told us that 50 were as good as 100 or 500, and
that is the testimony of all the experts who have testified on
the subject.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to call the attention of the com-
mittee to this fact, that these experts all say it is an erroneous
idea that we ought to have enough submarines to station a
number in each harbor to protect it. They say that is not the
function of the submarine; that the submarines ought to be
organized into a flotilla, to go with the battle fleet in case of
war; that they ought to be trained to maneuver under the
command of the commander in chief, and that they ought to
be divided up into small flotillas, say, of 10 each; and that the
only function of the submarine is in the battle, for the com-
mander in chief so to maneuver his fleet as to give them an
opportunity; in other words, to maneuver the fleet so that he
will force the enemy’s fleet to come within striking distance of
his submarines. The submarine has such slow speed that it is
impossible for it ever to get to another ship. TIts only chance
is to strike when the other ship comes close to it, because it can
not eatch up with the other ship. They tell us that 50 would
be as good as 500. They tell us that if they can not give 50 an
opportunity to strike at the enemy they could not give 500 the
opportunity, and that if they can give 50 an opportunity they
will destroy the enemy’s fleet.

There is absolutely no excuse for this expenditure of money
for useless submarines. Therefore I hope the House will adopt
my amendment, 4

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I hope the
amendment of the gentleman from Mississippi will not be
adopted. The Secretary of the Navy this year recommended to
Congress. that there be at least 8 submarines, 1 of seagoing
type. The General Board recommended 16 of the coast-defense
type and 3 of the seagoing type, 20 knots or more speed.
The Secretary of the Navy in the hearings before the com-
mittee said repeatedly that we should have more submarines
than he had recommended, and that he hoped the committee
would report more if they could do so without sacrificing a bat-
tleship. Now, the commiftee have not gone to the extreme of

the General Board’s recommendation in that we only report 1
seagoing submarine and 16 of the smaller type. The gentleman
quotes one of the naval experts as saying that 50 submarines
are enough. I want to call attention to the speech delivered by
Rear Admiral Austin-M. Knight before the Efficiency Club, of
New York City, on the 20th of January, 1915. I presume there
is not in this country a more level-headed, a more sagacious, a
better-informed man on the needs of the Navy Department
to-day than Admiral Knight.

This speech, a copy of which I hold {n my hand, has been
favorably commented upon from one end of the country to the
other. The admiral says:

We should have at least 100 submarines. Now we have less than 60
}méllllg :ilag building. The General Board says that we ought to have at
2 .

All the authorities, except one, quoted by the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. WiTHERSPOON] say that we should have not less
than 100 submarines. Mr. Chairman, while I am on my feet
and before my time expires I ask unanimous consent to insert
this address by Admiral Knight in the Recorp. It is a very
temperate, a very deliberate discussion of the situation in our
Navy Department to-day with regard to the efficiency of the
Navy and what is needed to bring it up to its highest state of
efficiency, and I commend the reading of it to every Member of
the House.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I submit
that the recommendation of the committee should be sustained.

The following is the address of Admiral Knight referred to:

ADDRESS BY REAR ADMIRAL AUSTIN M. ENIGHT, UNITED STATES NAYVY,
AT THE ANNUAL BANQUET OF THE EFFICIENCY CLUB OF NEW YORK CITY,
JANUARY 25, 1915,

I appreciate very highly the privilege of addreasln% v{yon this eve-
ning, not alone because of the compliment which the privilege involves,
but because of the possibllity of usefulness to the Navy and the
country which seems to be connected with It. If I do not speak as
fully as you might wish me to, I shall at least speak frankly.

It is not my intention to go into questions of the efficiency of indi-
vidual ships, the results of target practice, and kindred toples. I
propose to deal with the efficiency of the Navy as a whole, consid-
ering it as a great and very complicated machine, upon which hun-
dreds of millions of dollars have been expended, with one end in view,
and only one—the development of a supremely efficlent weapon for the
defense of the country against any and every enmemy which may
come against us.

1 was asked a few weeks ago what the War College considered that
the fleet should do, and I replled: g

“ The War College considers that every effort of the fleet, and every
effort of the department in connection with the fleet, should have
for its sole aim the war efliciency of the fleet. Every effort which
does not directly contribute to this end is in Itself a wasteful expendi-
ture of energy, and so far as it is a diversion from this end is dis-
tinetly harmful.”

No doubt there are many differences of opinion among those as-
sembled here to-might as to what constitutes an adequate Navy for
the defense of the United Btates. There may even be some present
who think that we should have no Navy at all. But on one point I
am sure there will be no difference of opinion—that if we are to have
a navy it should be as efficient as it bly can be made. And
everybody who knows anything about the Navy knows that this is
not its present condition. I am not one of those who hold that it is
altogether Ineflicient. Unsatisfactory as conditions are, It would be
very easy to exaggerate them, When things are wrong you can alwa{n
find extremists to tell you that they are much worse than they actually
are. Some people think that this is the only way to make an Im-
pression. Others are so constituted temperamentally that they can
see nothing good in anything which falls short of perfection as they
see it.

1 am going to assume that all of you who are gathered here to-night
occupy a reasonable middle ground so far as temperament Is concerned,
and t{at to make an impression upon you I need not do violence to
my own temperament by painting the Elcture which I shall draw for
you in maximum contrast of light and shade.

There is moch about the Navy which is splendidly eficient. But as
a whole it is far less efficient than it can and ought to be. Our ships
are fine., Our officers are capable, industrious, and ambitions. Our
enlisted men are the equals of those in other navies. DBut efficient ships
and officers and men do not alone make an efficient navy. They must
be welded into an efficient whole by a unity of organization and adminis-
tration and purpose which coordinates their capabilities and directs
their efforts toward a common end, wisely selected and very clearly
seen, Here is the first point at which we are lacking,. We are lacking
also in that harmonious composition of the fleet which is needed to give
to every element of it the support that it needs from other elements,
to make up a symmetrical and well-balanced whole. And we are
lacking to a marked degree in absolutely essential facilities for the
care and preservation of our ships, especially in the matter of dry docks,

Finally, we are lacking in efficlent organization of the personnel,
Here, so far as officers are concerned, the conditions are altogether
deplorable. In a service like the Navy, where spirit is everything,
where enthusiasm must be the driving power back of every activity,
1 ask you to picture the effect of a condition where a young officer,
graduating from the Naval Academy full of spirit and enthusiasm,
finds himself confronted with a prospect of promotion to the grade of
llentenant at the age of 52 years.

If you ask me who is responsible for these conditions, 1 ean only
reply that the responsibllity comes home to nearly all of us. Some of
it, I am sure, rests with me—much of it, I believe, with you. Certainly
it can not be attributed in excessive measure to any one administration
of the Navy Department, for it has existed for balf a century at least,
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8o let us not cloud the issue by assuming thet it is a new condition,
and that all administrations up to some recent date have been models
of wisdom and efliciency, or that maval officers themselves always have
been ready with g advice. ﬁgeak as the representative of
naval officers as a bodi, I frankly admit t we have not always seen
clearly what was n and have mot always worked er_even
for ends which we did see clearly. As for the Secretaries of the Navy,
it is not surprising that many of them have falled to realize that

first duty was to strive, in season and out of season, to promote
war efficiency of the Navy as a whole. Many of them have not
remained in office long enough to learn this. Some, perha have
realized it more or less clearly, but have not found at d an
organization through which they could produce results. A few have
made material contributions toward improved conditions. I shall have
the pleasure a little later of cal attention to one important step
in advance which was taken by e present Becretary at the very
beginning

e °m§i:1uty fally that connected with the
A large part of the respon ", 08 at conn w
. gmall size g.'ha the unbalanced composition of the fleet and the lack of
dry doeks, rests with Congress, which has always app ed naval
legislation from the wrong side, so far as efficiency is concerned—ask-
ing, not what do we need for efficlency, but what can we afford to
spend for efficiency? Behind the responsibility of Congress lies the
responsibility of the country—and you, gentlemen, represent the coun-
try—becanse It has not insisted upon having what was needed, without
reference to cost. It may be that this attitude of both Congress and
the country is necessary and even inevitable. But I am one of those
who believe that this at country of ours can afford to have any-
thing in the way of national defense which it needs; and I assume that
all present here to-night agree that we need a navy, and if a navy,
then an efficlent one, and that whatever efficiency costs is the measure
of what we can afford to spend. .
One particularly unfortunate feature about the application of the
licy of “economy first™ in naval e ditures Is that It oftem has
een invoked to prevent a small appropriation which would have added
many times its own cost to the value of those items for which money
:t“ cheerfully appropriated. 1 shall discuss this more at length here-
ter.
- - * - L * L
But, after all, is it not rather futile to spend our time in frying to
place respm&tb!ﬁ for emﬁnf conditions? It seems to me that what
we ought to do is to recognize the conditions clearly—neither exaggerat-
ing nor minimizing them—and to dissociate them absolutely from per-
sonalities. We can then proceed with a perfectly open mind to com r
how the conditions can be improved. -
our mind

I ask you to accept this point of view and to banish from

all thought of tEunlii:hcs and every trace of partisanship and fix gonr
asttention upon the gquestion before us as one of natlonal, not of politieal,
B cance.

he conditions, then, to which I shall invite your attention are those
connected with
and composition of the fleet.
tion of

First. The size
Second. The o the personnel

Third. The organization and administration of the Navy Department.
£ - L - - ® L]

First, as to the size of the fleet. T shall not go into this very full
becanse my subject is not s0 much adequacy as efficiency. A sm
machine may be efficient within the limits fixed by its size. It is from
the point of view of efficiency within the Navy as it exists that 1
chiefly to consider my subject this evening. It must be i
however, that the actual eficlency for war of a battleship fleet which 1s
efficient within itself may be seriously compromised by the lack of those
supporting units which are vitally essential to its operation. There Is
moreover, a sense in which we may say that a machine is not efficient
if it Is too small for the task for which it is designed.

What constitutes an adequate Navy for the United States? ‘The
answer will depend, of course, upon the purpose for which we assume
that the m is to be nsed. We are all agreed, 1 presume, that It 1s
not to be for aggression. Is it, then, to be used solely for defense}
If ‘'we answer “ Yes,”" we ought to do so with a full tlon of what
we are to defend and also of the elemenfary maxim that the best de-
fense 18 a vigorous offense. In other words, no matter how resolute we

may be to use our Navy only for repelling aggression, it does not follow ¢

that we should plan for meeting the aggressor only at our gates.

it we had no interests ountside our borders and no responsibilities for
the defense of our outlying essions and dependen , we should
still, as reasonable beings not wholly ignorant of history, prepare to
project our battle line toward the enemy's coasts and to assume a

course which would throw upon him the burden of reply to our
initiative. In this sense, then, we need a navy for offense; that is to
say, for offensive action with a defensive g our

ur . In 8 in,

plans along these lines we should not mmrloog the fact that tge policy
which dictates the measure of our se must take full note of the
larger national J)ollcv which it is to enforce—in relation, for example,
to the Monroe doctrine, the Panama Canal, the Philippines, and er
matters which are at once of national and of international ificance.

The statement is often made—I have heard it made on the floors of
Co that naval officers themselves do not know what they meed.
There are naturally differences of ogln!on among naval officers as to
what the strength of the Navy should be and as to the types of which
it should be composed. But the country has, in the General Board,
body of mature and experienced officers, whose business it is to study
this question and to speak aunthoritatively upon it. In the main the
recommendations of this board from year to year have been consistent
with each other and consistent with the best naval sentiment. It has
stood, since 1903, for a fleet of 48 battleships and necessary smaller
units and auoxiliaries. The character of the smaller units and aunxili-
aries recommended has varied from time to time, fallowigﬁ the develop-
ments of naval art and science; but the basis of 48 battleships, to be
kept up to date by ellminating ships more than 20 years of age and re-

lacing them by new construction, has been steadily adhered to. Now,
E‘. may be that we need fewer than 48 battleships or that we need more.
Whatever their number 18 to be, we should have a policy in the matter,
looking as far into the future as practicable, and one which, in d-
ing for capital ships, provides nlso for the smaller units and o ries
to round out the fleet into n complete and well-balanced whole, with an
appropriate number of crulsers, sco destroyers, es, col-
liers, tagga ::!ps. supply ships, repair ships, mine-laying ships, tenders,
and gun

Thst;u rogram advocated Dy the General Board would, If It had been
followeg. E;ve given us 41’ battleships, bullt and buildin , In 1914,
This program has not been followed, and we have at present 37 battle-

a4
ships instead of 47, It seems to me that he would be a bold man who,
recalling the history of the last days of August, 1914, when the world
passed within a week from a condition of unlversal peace to one of
almost universal war, should say that we do not need the full number
of b&tﬂuiléps proposed by the General Board, and more.

But battleships alone do not make up a fleet, much less a navy. A
fleet without fuel ahllﬁfls crippled, and one without scounts s blind.
It ean neither secure ormation of the enemy's movements nor deny
information of it8 own. To send a fleet thus blind and crippled into
hostile waters would be to invite destruction. We have an altogether
Insufficient number of fuel ships and practically no scouts. Moreover,
we are vmg' weak in destroyers, of which a large number should accom-
pany the fleet, to back up the scouts, to act In part as scouts them-
selves, to stiffen up the screen about the battleships, and to be ready
for a dash against the enemy when an opening Is presented. The effect
of the conditions actually existing is to almost completely nullify the
power of our ﬂght!ngmshlps. Picture to yourselves the plight of a battle-
ship fleet operating hostile waters against a fleet much smaller,
with all its elements complete. The smaller fleet, with scouts thrown
out a hun miles or more around its main body, every scout in touch
with every other one and with the commander in chlef, and with a
horde of destroyers backing up the scouts and awaiting the word to
attack, would galn and kee uch with the larger fleet while itself
evading discovery, and would send its destroyers in at night, nnchecked
and unnoted by any protecting screen, to drive home an attack which
might decide the issue without the maln fleets ever having seen each
other. And If no of this sort occurred, consider the situation
where the fleet, with {ts fuel supply exhausted, finds itself without a
reserve supply on which to draw.

There is a widespread and very dangerous opinlon that all the fuel
ships and scouts we need can be improvised on short notice from mer-
chant wessels. This Is one of those miserable fallacles based upon
experience in the Civil War and the Spanish War, in both of which we
won because our OP nents were even more grotesquely unprepared than
we were, The C War was, I suppose, the most costly war ever
fought, and the most unpardonably wasteful In money and in human
life. But its cost did not end with the end of the war. Apart from the
tremendous ﬁslon 1ist, which our most pacific friends insist upon charg-
ing up to what they are fond of ecall militarism—although it was
really the dlrect result of the criminal folly of unpreparedness—apart
from this Is the Indirect cost of the perpetunation of t folly. Bince
we were successful in that war—so the implied argument runs—our
pr?mtinn for it must have been of the kind that makes for success,
and we can look for success hereafter from the shme polley. To these
gentlemen I eommend the perusal of a book called “ The Military Policy
of the United States,” by Gen. Emeory H. Upton. If any of you here
present to-night have failed to read this book, I urge you to read it at
once, It exists in conveniently available form as Senate Document No.
494, Sixty-second second session. It would be interesting to
know how many Senators have read it, It is the best antidote I know
for the monstrous delusion which sees in every American citizen a
goldier, trained, efficient, ready to take his place in the ranks at a
moment’s notice and sweep the loathed inmvader from our soil, and In
gv%ry ship that floats a potential man-of-war complete in everything

ut guns,

ng_wtmt seems almost a misfortune, in view of its effect upon the
minds of many of our people, the delusion that we, alone of all the na-
tions of the earth, ean carry on a suecessful war without preparation
was confirmed by our easy victory in the Spanish War, our opponent,
again, being as un a8 we were, I should be sorry to ree
with those who hold that nothing short of an overwhelming defeat in
some future war will ever open our eyes to the danger of existing con-
ditions, and 1 wish to do my part toward opening the eyes of my coun-
trymen before such d ter comes. We must recognize the fact that
war is an art, and a very highly specialized art. For every task which
it involves there is a need of special tools, efficient in themselves and
contributing to the efficiency of the whole organization; and these can
not be improvised. Yachts, tugs, and terr{bmts can perform certain
duties In waters close to our own coasts when they are absolutely un-
opposed, and any steamer mﬁs.ble of carrying a thousand tons of coal
can get the coal to the fleet which is lying quietly outside a qulet port with
no t of interruption to its lines of communiecation ; but no language is
stronfnenough to characterize the fatuity of relying upon such tools for
carrying on a real naval war. It is troe, no doubt, that there are many
fuel-carrying ships that can be utilized by the N’avy in time of war;
but let us consider, briefly, the characteristics which they should hawve,
and then ingn how many of them we would probably find available
in our waters on the sudden outbreak of war. First of all, a dly
proportion of them must carry fuel oll instead of coal or in addition to
MP Becond, they must be large. A great number of small craft,
manned untrained crews and commanded by untrained officers, might
be a fatal handicap to n fleet operating at sea. Third, they must be
fast, for the B?eed of the fleet will be the speed of the slowest craft
accompanying it. Fourth, they must have facilities for handling and
tmnsrerrlni their fuel at sea.

I do noEs now how many such ships there are under the United States
2:5 at this moment, but somebody t to know how many there are

how and where they can be reached. This should all be provided
for in advance; but when it Is provided for, It is safe to say that the
number will be far short of what a fleet would need, and it is clear that,
at the best, such craft could not work at maximum efficlency with a
flieet engaged in operations where perfect military coordination is of the

a | first importance.

We need, then, In order to make our 37 or our 47 battleships efficient,

more large, fast Navy fuel ships of the Jupiter type, many more de-
stroyers, and a considerable number of scout cmlﬁs, designed and
built as su with a speed of not less than 28 knots.

3] without ng that in these days a scout should carry aero-
planes to be launch om her decks, and this means, of course, that
we neeg ah;: number of these, and of the most efficlent type obtain-
able t

o suggested that we can relf upon aeroplanes alone for
scouting, sending them out from battleships, and so dispense with
cruisers altogether. This might work if no other function were involved
than that of locating the enemy, but the screening duty of the outlylng
line of erulsers is even more | rtant than the scouting duty, To dis-
cover nn enemy force is helpful; to arrest its advance Is far more so,
especially when by arresting it we deny the enemy the information
about our whereabouts and our movements which it will be his object to
secure,

We are weak in submarines; and the submarine, as you are all aware,
has within the last few months established its claim to very serlous
consideration as an element in naval warfare. It has not shown
itself the master of the battleship, and I doubt if it will ever do so.
But it has taken a more commanding place than most of us have here-
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tofore assigned it. I should rejoice if we had to-day 100 submarines
instead of less than half that number, built and building. Those that
we have are only half efficient, because they lack tenders of the proper
31)@ to accomPsn{ them and care for their needs and the needs of

eir personnel. Here again crops up the old idea that a vessel for
a special purpose, demanding special characteristics, and vitally neces-
sary to the efficiency of a vital part of our naval force can be im-
provised out of any old craft which happens to be handy. And here
again is illustrated the false economy which in providing a weapon
efficient within itself denies it the support outside itself which alone
can make it efficlent in application.

Runn.in% ?mmd with the omissions in the fleet i*self is a corre-
sponding list of omissions in the provision for Its upkeep—In dry docks
and other navy-yard facilities especially. A fleet without dri docks
of suitable capacity and suitably located Is only a little less helpless
than one without fuel ships.

We have at Guantanamo a station which should be the principal
base of our fleet for operations in the Caribbean—the area in which,
if anywhere, our control of the Panama Canal will be challenged. But
not only have we no dry dock or efficient repair shops there, we have
none within a thousand miles of it. Here the expenditure of $2,000,000
might conceivably double the efficledey of the fleet in some eritieal
emerfency by making it possible for every ship to lzo out in perfect
condition; and it uires no streteh of the imagination to picture the
issue of a war as h nginF upon this point alone, After a battle, the
importance of a dock close at hand for repairing damages is too
apparent to require more than a passing mention. It might enable
the fleet to take the sea again after a brief delay, with every advantage
over an enemy flect less favorably situated,

It is understood, of course, that every station which is designed to
serve as a base of supply, of repair, or of refuge for the fleet should be
adequately fortified. This is a 11}:'tume of my subject upon which I
should like to dwell at considerable length, but time—and other con-
siderations—make it impracticable for me to do so.

If I have made myself clear up to the present point, you will under-
stand by how parrow a margin we have missed efficiency in the coml?o-
sition of our fleet and the provision for its upkeep, and yet of what
vast importance is the space that separates us from it. Two per
cent, perhaps—35 per cent, certainly—added to our expenditures year
after year would have added at least 50 per cent to the efficiency of
the fleet as a whole,

L - L - - L L]

I come now to the question of personnel. In an ideal system the de-
velopment here as regards both officers and men would keep pace auto-
matically with the development of the fleet, through a law by which the
authorization for a certain increase in the number of ships would ca
with it the authorization for a corresponding increase in officers an
men and for a reasonable flow of promotion. Failing this ideal, we
should at least have a periodical readjustment, such as to maintain a
rersonnel ample in numbers, amply trained, and so organized as to
nsure a flow of promotion which will secure contentment, foster ambi-
tion, and bring officers to the command of ships and fleets while still
in the perfection of their mental and physical powers. Unfortunately,
the g:esent conditions are as far from this ideal as could be imagined.
To begin with, we have not the officers and men to man our ships
efliciently. This is serious enough, but much more serious is the fact
that the promotion of officers is so completely blocked that a young man
graduating from the Naval Academy must look forward to spending all
the best years of his life in the two lowest grades of the service, to

rforming as a gray-headed man the same dutles that he has per-
ormed as a boy, and to receiving but a very small increase In salary.
I need not point out to you the inevitable effect of this upon efficiency.

For this condition I coald not place the responsibility if I would.
Congress long has bheen callin, uﬁon the Navy partment for a satis-
factory personnel bill. Several bills have been prepared, and every one
has had support. But none has had the cordial support of the Navy
ns a whole. new one has been presented to Congress this month.
1 hope it is a good one, but I confess that I do not know.

In this matter, as in that of the fleet, the question of expense stands
in the way of every easy solution that can be sugfested. Here is the

roblem in a few words: We need in the three lower des of the

vavy—ensi unfor lieutenant, and lientenant—a very large number
of officers, e can find room Iin the highest qrade. that of rear
admiral, for very few. Let us say, simply as an illustration and with-

1

out any attempt of arithmetical accuracy, that of 100 men who reach
the lieutenant’s list not more than 5 ean ever become rear admirals.
Our problem is to eliminate the other 95 between these two grades with-
out injustice to individuals or unreasonable expense to the Government,
always remembering that expense is of far less consequence than the
efficiency of which It Is the price. The interest of the Navy should
naturally take precedence over the Interest of Individuals, yet if it
appears that a given scheme, in conducing to the efficiency which we
nll so much desire, chances to conduce also to the advantage of indi-
viduoals, it should not on that aceount be abandoned.

The enlisted personnel is inadequate for the manning of the fleet as it
exists to-day, and falls far short of what would be absolutely necessary
in time of war. And we have no reserve on which to call. The pres-
ent shor is wvarfously estimated at from 5,000 to 158,000 men, the
wide difference between these res ng accounted for by different
views as to the manning of ships not actually present with the active
fleet. The extreme view on one side is that ba tleshlgs can be lald u
at a navy yard for long periods of time, with 50 or 100 men on board,
and still be counted as serviceable. The extreme view on the other side
is that when a ship is to be laid up a%gmxlmntel half of her crew
should remain with her, and she should kept ready to join the fleet,
not in a year or a montﬁ. but In 48 bours. If ships in reserve are to be
borne on the Navy list, and to stand before the country as available for
war, there is no doubt that the second of these views Is the correct one.
A battleship *In ordinary,” as it is called, with less than a hundred
men on board, mv!lght as well be eliminated from the list of ships avalil-
able for any service within a reasonable length of time,

Added to the deterioration in the shi emselves, after a certaln

riod of the neglect that is inevitable where crews are lgreatly reduced,
Fse the fact that among the plans for utilizing the ships in an emer-

ency is one which contemplates manning them with untrained or half-
fralneﬂ reserves. Such reserves may doubtless be made very useful in
time of war if they can be distributed thronghout the fleet, to be assimi-
lated by the regular crews of active ships. DBut the fate of the Good
Hope and the Monmouth is an object lesson on the folly of manning

nhi&a exclusively or even chiefly with reservists.
ere, agaln, I want to call attentlon to the mistake of providing the
our

largest and finest fighting ships in the world—for this is wha

dreadnaughts are, and It is largely due to the insistence of Congress
that they are so—and balking arge tge comparatively trifilng cost of pro-
vidin, e officers and men to make them fully efficient.

Other factors less concrete than those that I have named have mili-
tated and are militating against ideal efficiency. You will all under-
stand that a fleet can not be efficient unless it has abundant opportunity
for drilling as a unit. No matter how admirable may be the training
and the discipline of the individual ships they will not work together
emcientl{ as a fleet without the teamwork which comes from constant
drilling in comFany with each other under the direction of the com-
mander in chief. And their exereises must progressive, leading up
to war maneuvers on a large scale. We have had too little of this
training at all times, and especially within the past year ; the necessity
of keeping the battleships in Mexican waters having been a controlling
factor in all phases of administration of the Navy. This has not made
for efficiency, but both the present commander in c¢hief of the fleet and
his immediate predecessor testify that the effect upon efficiency has not
been as great as might have been expected. Many of the battleships
have missed opportunities for target practice: but here, too, the com-
mander in chief reports that the effect has not been dlsastrous. That
conditions remain so good In spite of such extreme]ty unfavorable condi-
tions is a atifying evidence of the excellence of our ships and the
fundamental soundness of our personnel. We must, nevertheless, recog-
nize that the necessity for using battleships in this way ls serious ¥
detrimental to their efficlency, and this throws further emphasis upon
the importance of an all-around development of our with the
demands of J:eace in mind as well as those of war. If cruisers and

unboats had been available for service in Mexican, Haitian, and Santo
minican waters, the battleships could have spent the pidst year
together in a good climate carrying on their maneuvers and target
practice under favorable conditions.
- * - - * - -

I come now to what is perhaps the most important part of my sub-
Jject—the organization of the Navy Department viewed from the stand-
point of efficiency. There can be no guestion that the existing organi-
zation Is inadequate and would break down under the strain of war.
The administration starts from too many sources and flows through
too many channels, It lacks the unity of purpose which would come
from recoguition of the fact that a navy has one excuse for existing.
and onlg one—that it shall always be ready to strike on the minute
and with every element of power concentrated behind its blow for the
defense of the country.

not misunderstand me. I am not tellin%syou that our organiza-
tion is wholly bad. I am telling yon that it is inadequate. In many
cases it works rather surprisingly well. But if you analyze these cases
you will find that, in so far as the results are good, they are so in
spite. of the system and because of some personal factor which has com-
felled efficiency. Moreover—and this is the crux of the whole matter—
he cases with which we can deal at the present time are illustrations
of peace efficiency, whereas the efficiency upon which our attention
should be fixed unwaveringly is war efficiency—not because we are go-
ing to have war, but because we may have it, and because the one
sugreme duty of the Navy is to be ready for it if it comes,
suppose this relation of the Navy to war, whether possible war or
actual war, has always been understood moré or less clearly; but it is
a singular fact that the organization of the Navy Department takes no
account of it. War is the one thing for which no arrangement is made,
There are seven bureaus in the department, each with clearly defined
duties, but in all the elaborate legislation creating these bureaus and
defining thelr duties there is not a word about the duty of keeping the
Navy in readiness for war or preparing plans for war or conduocting
war after it begins. There would be a certain element of comedy in
this if there were not so many elements of possible tragedy. There is
a bureau in the department charged with the construction and repair of
ships, one with the deﬁgn of machinery, one with the preparation of
ordnance, one with the direction of personnel, and so on; but nowhere
is it sald, * This bureau shall be responsible for the readiness of the
fleet for war, for the preparation of war plans, and for the conduct of
war."” This, then, is the last and great defect in the efficiency of the
Navy. How shall it be remedied? The answer is, I think, by the cre-
ation in the Navy Department of a * division of strategy and opera-
tions,” preferably not coequal with the present bureaus, but superior
to them and standing between them and the Secretary. This arrange-
ment would be a recognition of the fact that all the activities of the
present bureaus should lead up to the Secretary through a channel
which coordinates them all and directs them toward war efliciency.

The title proposed for the new office—division of strategy and oper-
ations—eovers very comg}etel.v the ground that I have in mind. As
standing for strategy, this division would plan what to do; and as
standing for operations, it would direct the execution of its plans, It
would correspond more or less closely with the General Staff of the
tAhrm:vﬂs,gd t&he first sea lord of the British Admiralty, whose dutles are

us defined :

“1, Preparation for war: All large questions of naval policy and
maritime warfare—to advise.

“ Fiﬁhtin and seagoing efficiency of the fleet, its organization
and mobilization, including comglemcuts of ships as affecting total
numbers ; system of gunnery and torpedo exercises of the fleet, and
tactical employment of alr craft, and all militar, uestions connected
with the foregoing; distribution and movements of all ships In commis-
sion and in reserve.

. ?.’Superintendence of the war staff and the hydrographic depart-
ment."

These duties are all performed subject to the general anthority of the
first lord of the admiralty, who corresponds to our Becretary of the
Navy; and I wish to emphasize the fact that I am not advocating a
léeorg:tmmtlon which would in any way reduce the authority of the

ecretary.

1 ham’af spoken of strategy as shaping plans which are later carrled
out by operations. This is a convenlent dl ction but not an exact
one, for in a broad sense strategy both plans and executes, It may be
defined as the art of so shaping plans and directing forces as to con-
centrate the maximum of pressure upon the enemy at the time and place
best suited to accomplish the purpose at which we alm. Thls evideatly
presupposes a clear conception of what the purpose is at which we alm
and a careful preparation—in advance—of the forces and the plans
required for attaining the purpose. The strategy of a farsighted nation
does mot begin with the nning of war. It has its origin far back
in the historg] of international relations and runs parallel with national
policies, tak g account of the ends at which these natlonal policies
alm and accepting thelr ends as its own.
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First of all, then, strategy is preparation. Secondarily, it Is exe-
cutlon ; nlwa({s’, if it deserves the name of strategy, through the medium
of forces and of plans previously prepared.

1 have explained that the defects in the organization of the Na
Department are a lack of coordination of authority, as a result of whic
the administration starts from too many sources and flows through
too many channels, and a total lack of provision for planning and
carrying forward the operations of war. It must not be Bupg:‘m that
these defects have escaped recognition or that no efforts have made
to correct them. The most successful of the efforts to secure coordi-
nation between the bureaus was the adoption during the last adminis-
tration of a system of aids to the Secretary, who coordinated the work
of the various bureaus, and who, when important questions were under
consideration, formed a council upon which he could call for advice.
The weak Po‘lnt about this system was and is that the aids never have
been legalized by Congress, and therefore have no permanent status
whatever, In spite of this, they are in a position to do much toward
improving the administration-of- the department.

he General Board was called into exlstence in 1900 by an order
of the Secretary of the Navy, to provide a body for the consideration
of war tplans and allied subjects. It has performed, and is performing,
work of the very highest importance, but it, like the Council of Aids,
lacks legislative sanction, although Congress has for many years past
shown tgrem: interest in its work and not a little deference to its views.

Another and a verf important agency to which the Navy Department
looks for a contribution to its work in strategy and other matters con-
nected with preparhation for war and the conduct of war is the Naval
War College at Newport. The War College has been in existence since
1884 and has been an important factor in the education of officers from
the very beginning. For some reason, however, it has failed until very
recently to command the full recognition which it has deserved from
the Navy Department or even from the officers of the Navy. The pres-
ent Becretary of the Navy visited the college shortly after coming into
office, and, with an insight of which man{ naval officers have shown
themselves incapable, recognized Its Eoss bilities for usefulness and

ronounced himself its friend. Since that time he has done everything
o forward its work which could be dictated by the most thorough com-
prehension of its mission and its needs, and as a result of this generous
support, both moral and material, the college has taken its proper place
as an institution for the training of officers for high command, and for
the development of the art of naval warfare. Thus the college is
enabled to contribute something toward making good the lack of a
strategic division in the Navy gartment itself.

You will see, therefore, that although no law takes cognizance of the
necessity for keeping the Navy ready for war, there are many agencles
which cooperate toward that end—the Council of Aids, to which the
Secretary would uatura.llﬁ torn in an emergency; the General Board;
and the War College. These agencles are so closely in symgu&iy that
they are able to cooperate harmoniously with each other an th the
fleet, and this cooperation is having important and very valuable re-
sults, This does not change the fact that there should be—that indeed
there must be—in the Navy Department itself and close to the Sec-
retary, a coordinating office to bring the efforts of these and other
agencies to an administrative focus bearing directly upon the efficienc
for war. Such a coordinating office I have already sketched as a divi-
sion of strategy and operations immediately below the SBecretary of the
Navy In authority.

The creation of this office would Fmvide a policy for the Navy so far
as the activities of the Navy litself are concerned, insuring unity of
effort, and shaping plans toward the end which we have recognized
to-night as the proger end of all our eﬂ'orts—prtfaredness for war,

But a pollecy within the Navy is not enough. bave said of strategy
that it should take account of national policy as applied to interna-
tional affairs. We need, then, a policy broader than our naval polic
and including it. This must be a national policy, deal with bot
Army and l\avi; and bringing the broadest statesmanship as well as
the highest technical knowledge to bear upon the whole gquestion of
national defense. Its enunciation must come from the highest authority
in the land, executive and legislative.

This points to a council of national defemse, for the creation of
which a bill is already before Congress. In such a council, with the
President of the United States at its head, we should have the last
word in the coordination of national resources for national defense.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Mississippi.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
word “ sixteen ” and insert the word “eleven.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

On pa 64, line 15, strike out the word *‘sixteen " and insert the
word “ eleven.”

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I will not occupy the
time of the House in any extensive argument. As I stated
to-day, if we strike out one battleship and five submarines and
the transport and the hospital ship it will amount to a saving
of something like between eight and nine million dollars. On
account of the deficit in the Treasury, I regret very much that
the House has insisted on the two-battleship program. Of
course, that is a decision for the House to make. Unless we are
willing to cut the expenditures we might as well recognize the
fact that we will be responsible for a serious deficit. I do not
intend to take up the time of the House in useless debate, but I
think it is only proper that I should renew the motion at this
point, in order that the House may have another opportunity to
say if it is willing to cut this program.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Alabama.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
UnxpErwoob) there were—ayes 85, noes 04,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. T ask for tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed as tellers Mr.
Uxpeewoop and Mr. Roserrs of Massachusetts.

 The committee again divided, and the tellers reported that
there were 100 ayes and 96 noes.

So the amendment was agreed to.

ME PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
men

The Clerk read as follows:
tl‘JePrlg‘r! ?:ié.ggg'ggdlgtr&c out the figures * 3,405,000 " and insert in lien

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BROWNING. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to print in the Recorp an article from the Washington Post
entitled “ Submarines can take supplies from the undersea de-
pots that may soon surround the British Isles.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Jersey asks
unanimous consent to print an article in the Recorp which he
mentions. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

" The article is as follows:
SUBMARINES CAN TAKE SUPPLIES FROM THE UNDERSEA DEPOTS THAT
May So00N SURROUND BRITISH ISLES,
BRIDGEPORT, CONN., February }, 1915.

Simon Lake, the submarine-boat builder, discussing Germany’s pro-
gram of harassing English commerce by undersea attack, to-day stated
that the plan was quite practical, With submerged bases of suP lies,
which undoubtedly already have been planted around the entire island,
he said, there is no question in his mind that Germany can soon effect
a compiete blockade against provisions and arms.

BASES UNDER SEA.

“ The success of the German raids,” sald Mr. Lake, “ may be attributed
to the use of submerged full and provisions stations, each one of which
would supply food and fuel enough for any one submarine to continue
activities for months. It is not necessary to look for surface tenders,
which would be destroyed by the enemy, and possibly leave the sub-
marine helpless.

“ It is now possible {o transfer coal from one vessel to another at
considerable depth beneath the surface, and it is much simpler to pass
liquid from one vessel to another, As far back as 1800 I had con-
structed a submerged craft of this kind, and sueccessfully transferred a
cargo from one boat to another in the Sound off Bridgeport. Sixteen
tons of coal were transferred in nine minutes from a sunken barge to a
submarine freighter.

AIR LOCKS SOLVE PROBLEM,

“ The German submarines are practically Lake boats, as they have
adopted all my devices, and it will be recalled that they have diving
compartments, which are merel tmgdoor contrivances in the bow, con-
nec the inner portion of the submarine by means of air locks, so
that it is a simple matter for a diver to pass from within the boat to
the l:lled t;‘fl the sea and into another similar diving appliance in a sunken
supply ship.

* I believe that, if not already surrounded, England will be soon, with
these invisible supply stations, and that the present successes and future
blockade of that country by German submarines will be fully accom-
plished by this method of attack.”

The Clerk read as follows:

Eight of the submarine torpedo boats hereln authorized shall be built
on the Paclfic coast: Provided, That the cost of construction on the
Pacific coast does not exceed the cost of construction on the Atlantic
coast plus the cost of transportation from the Atlantic to the Pacific.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

‘g’age 64, line 24, strike out the word “ eight™ and insert the word
“ five

The amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

One transport, to cost, exclusive of armor and armament, not to ex-
ceed $1,900,000.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
against the paragraph. It is not authorized by law. There is
no authority to provide for a transport.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would ask the gentleman from
Tennessee for what purpose this transport is to be used? -

Mr. PADGETT. It is for the purpose of transporting marines
of the Navy from point to point in the Naval Service.

Mr.. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to be heard on the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. The Chair
thinks that with all of the activities that go toward the neces-
sgary equipment of a navy, it would be considered a work in
continuation of an establishment provided for by law, and the
Chair therefore overrules the point of order.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:
~ Amendment by Mr. TRIBBLE:

“1 move to strike out lines 5 and 6, page 63.”

Mr. TRIBBLE. Mr. Chairman, I do not care to be heard
at length opon this question. I propose to offer an amendment
to strike out the next two paragraphs. This transport and this
hospital ship were not recommended by the Navy Department,
They carry an appropriation of $4,150,000. The Secretary of
the Navy does not want these naval auxiliaries at this time.
He stated that he did not want them. I have a letter in my
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office that he wrote to me since the Naval Committee reported
this bill, since these provisions were forced upon the Naval Com-
mittee by the Republicans on the committee. The chairman did
not vote for these provisions, and only two or three Democratic
members of the committee voted for them. Nobody wants these
ships. They are not fighting vessels. I move to strike them out,
and I think I have said enough to show the Democrats that
their duty is to vote with me on this amendment. [Applause.]

Mr., FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment
will prevail. Marines are carried on fighting ships, and they
are expected to be landed as a part of expeditions in which
fighting ships are needed. If the Navy Department needs trans-
ports to carry marines, it has two transports that are about to
be turned over to it. A few years ago Congress appropriated
money for the purchase of two vessels of 12,000 tons displace-
ment to be used by the Isthmian Canal Commission in connec-
tion with the construction of the Panama Canal. TUpon the
completion of the canal, or when these vessels are no longer
needed, they are to be turned over to the Navy Department as
Navy auxiliaries. These two vessels—the Ancon and the Cristo-
bal—cost $550,000 each. and have a displacement of 12,000 tons
each. They are capable of carrying 1,000 men and officers and
each has a speed of 12 knots an hour. It has been said that by
the installation of an additional boiler in those vessels the
speed can be increased to 14 knots an hour. There is no longer
need for them in connection with the work of the Isthmian
(Canal. They were used to transport the heavy materials re-
quired in its construction. One of them has already been put
out of commission, and has been used by the War Department
to convey troops from Vera Cruz to the United States. The
other is not expected to make more than a few more trips. If
the Navy Department needs transports, it has them. There can
not be any excuse at this time, considering the situation relative
to the finances of the country, to justify the authorization of a
transport for marines to cost practically $2,000,000. I hope
the amendment will prevail.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, just a word
with regard to the transports in the Navy. You will find in
Ships' Data, page 106, that we have six so-called transports.
One was completed in 1879, and is therefore 36 years old. The
youngest of those ships was built in 1895, and is 20 years old.
It is a ship of 1,100 tons burden. It is ridiculous to call a
ship of 1,100 tons burden a transport. The transport that is
most used—the only one, in fact, now fit for use in the Navy
Department—is the Prairie, of 6,020 tons displacement, which
was built in 1890, 25 years ago. The General Board said of
these transports:

Not one of the four improvised transports now in the serviee of the
Navy, the Hancock, the Rainboiw, the Prairie, and the Buffalo, is of the
gize or is fitted for the work req nor of the character of con-
struction needed for safety in ships carrying large bodies of men. All
are old, single-skin ships, without proper water-tight subdivisions.

What are they doing? On the Prairie, the only decent trans-
port we have, they are carrying between eight and nine hundred
marines on a ship that is only fitted to carry between four and
five hundreg, and instead of these marines being carried di-
rectly from a port in the United States to some foreign port
and there landed they are kept weeks or months on this trans-
port. They must be until there is necessity for their employ-
ment on shore. The quarters are so crowded on this Prairie
that hundreds—perhaps that is an exaggeration—but scores
and scores of the men have to sleep in the open, exposed on the
deck, where the spray or the waves from the sea and the rain
from the heavens come down on them day and night.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. Will the gentleman yield
to me to ask him a guestion?

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Certainly.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. Did the gentleman know,
when he voted into the bill a provision to build this transport,
that the Cristobal and the Ancon were available?

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. The Cristobal and Ancon

are old ships, and I

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina, They were built since
the Panama Canal was started.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. They are older than the
Panama Canal.

Mr. FITZGERALD. No; they are not.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. And they are not fitted——

Mr. FITZGERALD. They are.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts (continuing).
port service.

Mr. FITZGERALD. They are. The testimony of competent

men is to the effect that you can easily earry 1,000, and that you
could carry 2,000 marines——

For trans-

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts, For the sake of argument,
admitting what the gentleman says, we would then be insuf-
ficlently supplied with transports.

Mr. FITZGERALD. We have more than we ever had.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. We are building one. If
even the Ancon and Cristobal are all the gentleman claims for
them, we then would have a total of four reputable, decent, fit
transports on which to carry our marines and sailors.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Certainly.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. The vessels the gentleman
mentioned are the Boston Steamship Co.s vessels which ran
years ago out of Puget Sound.

Mr. FITZGERALD. And built in 1905,

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Twenty years old, single-
skin ships.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Nineteen hundred and five is not 20
years ago. They are the best ships that go from this couniry
to South America.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. But they are not properly
go;l:trueted ships on which to ecarry from 800 to 1,000 human

eings. i

Mr. FITZGERALD. The gentleman is mistaken, for I have
gone on those ships myself and I know something about them.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. The fact the gentleman
trusted his life to them has nothing to do with it.

Mr. FITZGERALD. The gentleman does not expect to put
the marines in a captain’s eabin.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. But you expect to put
them in some kind of a cabin and not on the open deck.

Mr. BUTLER. Marines are entitled to some place to sleep
as much as Members of Congress, and it is——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I understand the Sec-
retary of the Navy has not asked for this transport; that they
are building a transport now that was carried in the appro-
priation bill year before last, and with that the demands of the
Navy will be amply met. If this motion is agreed to, it will
take out of this bill an appropriation of $1,125,000. Now, it
seems to me as far as this side of the House Is concerned, no
matter if gentlemen may have differences of opinion on the
question of battleships and preparedness for war, this is purely
a ship of aggression, to carry your Army or your Navy into a
foreign field, and facing this Treasury deficit, if this side of
the House is not willing to strike this item out of the bill,
then you had better resign your commissions on the floor of this
House. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Georgia.

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced the
ayes seemed to have it.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetis. Division, Mr. Chairman.

The committee divided, and there were—ayes 111, noes T0.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

One hospital ship, to cost not to exceed $2,250,000.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Mpr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Btrike out line 7, page 035.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Mr. Chairman, this House has just saved
the country $1,900,000 by voting for my amendment and striking
from this bill a transport, which added nothing to the fighting
strength of the Navy if it had been built at this enormous ex-
pense. I now ask the membership of this House to strike out
the hospital ship. The Secretary of the Navy says that this
hospital ship is not needed; that even if war comes there are
several old vessels now used for no purpose on earth that could
be converted into hospital ships. Yet with his statement before
us and even over the protest of the Secretary of the Navy and
over the protest of the chairman of this committee and all the
Democrats, except three on the Naval Committee who joined
with the Republicans, this hospital ship, to cost $2,250,000,
was inserted in this bill and has the support of the committee.
I charge that the Republicans on the committee joined with
three Democrats and loaded down this bill with things the
Democratic administration did not want, and this ship is one
of them. If you will vote for this amendment, we will save the
country $4,150,000 in a few minutes, and I appeal to Democrats
to support my amendment to strike out this hospital ship,
[Applause.] The plucking board is dead; now let us continue
to improve this bill and the Navy Department.
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Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, whatever the des-
perate situation of the Treasury may be, I hardly think it is in
sufficiently distressed straits that this House will refuse to pro-
vide necessary hospital facilities for those defending the flag
of the Republic on the high seas. [Applause.] The question,
therefore, is whether or not this hospital ship is necessary for
the proper care of the sick or wounded men of the Navy.

Mr. CALLAWAY. Mr, Chairman——

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. I have not time to yield to the
gentleman; the gentleman can take time when I get through.
There is no question as to the necessity for this hospital ship.
I want to say that in the entire Navy Department there is but
one such ship—the Solace.

That ship was purchased in 1898 and has never been well
adapted for the Important use to which it has been put. It is
an old vessel now, and was a commercial vessel when we pur-
chased it. This Government paid $600,000 for it, in the first
place, paid $100,000 to have it remodeled, and since that time
has spent in fixing it up and in trying to make it suitable
$776,000 more, or a total of $1,476,000. And those in charge of
the Navy Department now say that it rolls and tosses upon the
sea and is an unfit vessel in which to care for those who have
been wounded or are sick. And not only that, but the vessel
has practically outlived its usefulness and can not be depended
upon any longer. An officer of the Navy Department told me
that when the Solace brought home the sick and the wounded
from Vera Cruz it had to lay up for six weeks at the docks in
New York and could not go back to relieve the situation at Vera
Cruz any further. Her engines are old, and it will require an
expenditure of $40,000 to replace them. When these repairs are
undertaken it will require many weeks to complete them be-
fore it can join the fleet again. Not only that, Mr. Chairman,
but a fleet of 20 battleships is equivalent to a city of 20,000
people out upon the high seas, and you have nothing but this
old hospital ship to take care of the sick and the wounded of
that floating city, a vessel that was not intended for the purpose
in the first place, and can accommodate only 234 patients, any-
how. And, further, in case the fleet is divided, and we have
to send a part of it into the Pacific Ocean, we will have no
hospital ship for that division of the fleet at all. This extra ship
should be aunthorized in this bill. I want to say to you, Mr.
Chairman, that this great Government, the richest on the face of
the earth, blessed as no other nation has been in a material way
in all the tide of time, has not come to a pass, I trust, when we
must sacrifice the sick and wounded of the Nation's defenders in
order to help out the Treasury of the United States. [Applause.]

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all debate on this paragraph and amendments thereto close in
15 minutes.

The CHATRMAN.
Chair hears none.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, if I have confidence in the Navy
Department in one respect more than another, it is the confi-
dence that these men will ask for enough money to carry on
the service of that department. I have confidence that pride,
sentiment, and enthusiasm which men have for the life work
in which they are engaged, without responsibility to the tax-
payers, as well as duty, will always prompt them to recom-
mend sufficient appropriation for all necessary requirements.
The Navy Department by its estimates submitted to the commit-
tee has said that this ship was not now needed. The Secretary
of the Treasury has told us that this ship was not required.
The chairman of the committee has urged that this appropria-
tion was not necessary and opposed the provision for it in the
bill. No naval officer who came before the committee declared
for this ship as such an imperative necessity that it must be
provided for at this time. The Members who volad for this
ship in the committee were those who stand for a large Navy
program regardless of cost to the people, and only by a few
Members who stand in a position to be responsible to the tax-
payers and for the condition of the Treasury joining with them
was this appropriation voted in the bill. It does not represent
the deliberate judgment of that part of the committee who
recognize such responsibility and who realize the condition of
our public finances, and should be stricken out.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the gentleman
from Massachusetts if these old ships are what are called single-
gkin ships?

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts, They are; all of them.

Mr. COOPER. The Titanic, which sank and drowned 1,500
people, was a single-skin ship.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. I do not know about that.
These are single-skin ships, unfit to carry people on the ocean.

Again we have Democracy putting partisanship into this ques-
tion of the increase of the Navy, partisanship in taking care of

Is there objection? [After a pause.] The

the national defense, and taking care of the welfare of the men
behind the guns. The Democratic Party professes its love for
the common, everyday fellow; but when they have an oppor-
tunity to express it they express it by giving him a stone instead
of bread, and then cry partisanship when the Republicans, with
a better appreciation of the men and the service, attempt to pro-
vide what is absolufely needed. The gentleman from Indiana
[Mr, Gray] says that not an officer asked for the hospital ship.
Why, does he forget that when the Surgeon General was before
us he said that we ought to have two hospital ships? Does he
forget that Admiral Badger, lately in command of the Atlantie
Fleet, said that we should have two hospital ships? Does he
forget that Admiral Fletcher, now in command of the Atlantic
Fleet, told the committee we should have two hospital ships?
And yet he says nobody came before the committee and asked
for a hospital ship.

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the Secretary of the Navy never
made any objection to the transport and the hospital ship until
after the bill was in this House.

Mr. GORDON. He did not ask for it, did he?

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. It is not fair for gentle-
men to get up and say that the committee put into this bill these
two items over the protest of the Secretary of the Navy. I
want to read what the Surgeon General said in the hearings:

You can not bulld @ hospital ship in a short time in case of war.

He told us we ought to have one with the Atlantic Fleet
and one with the Pacific Fleet, one on the east coast, and one
on the west coast. And he sald they—

Should be provided in peace times, and if the big fleets
far, far away, with the necessity with large bodies of men for glving
in many cases a more careful treatment by specialists the nmmlg
for hospital ships is apparent, And also for the transportation ba
and forth of the varlous sick we need hospital ships.

And yet the impression is sought to be given out, when this
administration discovers it is not competent to raise money to
carry on the Government and we must economize in the Navy,
that we have forced these things on the department against
their protest, which T wish to deny emphatically, because there
was no objection to transports from the Secretary of the Navy
before the committee when we were making up this increase in
the Navy.

The gentleman who made that statement, that we forced this
into the bill against the protest of the Secretary, either does
not know the condition of affairs or he is making a statement
that has no foundation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has expired.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I shall detain the House but for a
moment. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. IloBerts]
has been a member of this committee for 16 years. Only in
the last six months hag he waked up to the necessity of having
a hospital ship in the Navy. [Applaunse on the Democratic
side.] The Secretary of the Navy has unguestionably not asked
for appropriation of over $2,000,000 for this purpose. There
is no doubt in the world but that we have facilities for taking
care of the sick and wounded. At Vera Cruz——

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman pardon me for a moment?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Alabama yield
to the gentleman from Massachusetts?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield. ;

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. It was at Vera Cruz that
the necessity was shown for a hospital ship.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. When it was necessary to transport our
sick and wounded from Vera Cruz we brought them here in
good condition. There was no complaint made that they were
not handled and properly taken care of. The Secretary himself
has said so. We are informed by a member of the committee
that there are plenty of ships in the Navy that can be used for
hospital ships. This time is no time to make appropriations for
new ships that are not needed. The gentleman from Massachu-
setts would vote for every appropriation for a battleship or a
naval supply ship, even if it swamped the Treasury of the Gov-
ernment of the United States. [Applause on the Democratic
gide.] 4

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Oh, Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman, if he followed my votes to-day, knows better than
that.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Where did the gentleman vote to-day
against anything to increase the expenditures?

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. I voted against four battle-
eghips, and I voted against two battle eruisers. I have voted
against the amendment of the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
SLAYDEN] for 23 submarines.

south,
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do mot controvert the gentleman's
statement.

AMr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Do not make a statement
of that kind without knowing.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman has voted for the full
amount of supplies that he could get in this bill

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. I challenge that statement.
In the committee I voted against big appropriations for a larger
pumber of ships. The roll ecall will show it.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will ask the gentleman a question
myself. If you could have put in this bill in committee four
battleships instead of two, would you have voted for it?

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. No, sir. I voted against It
in the committee. Is there any other question the gentleman
would like fo ask?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I will proceed, if the
gentleman will take his seat. I have the floor. The gentleman
stands here to advocate the building up of the Navy always.
[Applause on the Republican side.] ]

Mr. ROBERTS of Masssachusetts. I will not deny that
charge.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The first consideration with him is the
building up of a great Navy. My contention is that the gentle-
man from Massachusetts ought not to lead the Democratic side
of this House. .

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. I would not attempt It
[Laughter on the Republican side.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I call the gentleman
from Massachusetts to order. I expect always to treat gentle-
men on the floor of this House with decency and politeness.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Does the gentleman eall it
decency and politeness to say such things to a fellow Member?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. {1 wish the gentleman to understand that
I am willing to yleld at the proper time, when he addresses the
Chair in the proper way, but I do not propose to be interrupted
by ruffian tacties on the floor of this House, [Applause on the
Democratie side.]

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Alabama yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetis? .

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No; I do not yield.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman declines to yield.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Will not the gentleman
yield a moment?

Mr. UNDERWOOD.
me properly.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts, I want to ask the gentle-
man if he calls it fair and courteous treatment to misrepresent
in this House my votes cast in his presence and my vote in
committee, of which he knew nothing?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not wish to misrepresent the gen-
tleman’s position.

I was under the apprehension that the gentleman had voted
for the largest amount. When he said he had not I accepted
his statement, but that was no reason why he should interrupt
my speech at every sentence—

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman——

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I refuse to yield further.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman refuses to yleld.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to say
to the membership of this House that I am not opposed to a
reasonable Navy, that I am not opposed to the protection of
our country, but I do say it is time for the Democratic side
of the House to take charge of this bill. [Applause on the
Democratic side.] I hope they will take charge of it by taking
out this hospital ship, and I move to close further debate on
this paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman's time has expired. The
question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Georgia.

The question was taken; and on a division, demanded by
Mr. Roserrs of Massachusetts, there were—ayes 135, noes 73.

Accordingly the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts, Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment as a new paragraph. Lines 5 and 6 having gone
out, I offer it after line 4. I move to insert the words—

One gunboat, to cost not exceeding $750,000.

Mr. TRIBBLE. I make the point of order that that para-
graph has been passed.

The CHAIRMAN., The Chair does not think so.

Mr. TRIBBLE. We passed that paragraph and cut out the
two succeeding lines.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman must remember that those
lines went out, and the gentleman is now offering the paragraph

I will yield if the gentleman interrupts

at the only point where he can offer it, and the Chair thinks
the amendment is in order.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Will the Chair hear me? &

The CHAIRMAN, Certainly.

Mr. TRIBBLE. The gentleman goes back to line 4. On my
l;m::?r.m lines 5 and 6 were cut out. Now he proposes to go

a

The CHATRMAN. He must go back in order to have a place
to offer his amendment. The language was cut out on the gen-
tleman's motion, and he has got to go back.

Mr. TRIBBLE. I make the point of order that we have
passed that paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair overrules the point of order.
The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 65, after line 4, insert:

“One gunboat, to cost not exceeding $750,000."

Mr, PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will yield a
moment, I want to ask that that amendment be agreed to. It
was recommended by the Secretary, and the gunboats are
needed very badly, especlally in foreign waters, to do the duty
that they can do. Without these gunboats they must use bat-

eships.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. I trust the reguest of the
chairman of the committee will be acceded to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
Roeerts of Massachusetts) there were—ayes 91, noes 109,

Accordingly the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Except where otherwise direc the Becretary of the Navy shall
build ne:g of the vessels herein orized in sueh navy yards as he
may designate should it r bly a that the persons, fi
or corporations, or the agents thereof, bldding for the constructlo;m:f
any of sald vessels have entered into any combination, agreement, or
TR, e Mo, bt O Jutgerg oL MUY 0 prive e

sftrrthsconsti‘ucgﬁaﬁofmotsnmvmelﬂ.

Mr, FOWLER. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out the word
“ reasonably,” in line 10.

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report the amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 63, line 10, strike out the word “ reasonably.”

Mr. FOWLER. Mr, Chairman, I ask for the passage of this
amendment because it may be that in the letting of these con-
tracts the Secretary of the Navy might lay too much stress
upon the word * reasonably,” and feel that before he can refuse
to accept the bids of any company or trust for the construction
of any of the vessels authorized in this bill he must know to a
moral certainty that a conspiracy has been entered into by such
company, firm, or trust to destroy competition. He might feel
that the proof of such combination should be strong enough to
leave no reasonable doubt upon his mind.

There is not much difference in the ordinary practical con-
struction of the terms “reasonably certain”™ and “certain be-
yond a reasonable doubf,” especially when the interests of the
trusts are at stake. I trust that the amendment will be
a

an

greed to.
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr, FowLER].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. I would like to inguire of the chairman of the Committee
on Naval Affairs why this paragraph does not provide spe-
cifically for the building of at least some of these vessels in the
Government yards in order that our mechanics may be kept
busy and the Government always be supplied with trained
mechanics competent to do such work?

Mr. PADGETT. There is no necessity for it. The Secretary
of the Navy is very strong on that side and is building all he
can crowd into the yards.

Mr. COOPER. But this paragraph would not permit him to
exercise his choice unless he first be convinced that there is a
combination which would deprive the Government of fair com-
petition among bidders.

Mr. PADGETT. He can construct them anywhere, and this
directs him to do it if he is satisfied there is any combination
or agreement depriving the Government of unrestricted com-
petition. |

Mr. COOPER. The gentleman is mistaken. That is not the
proper interpretation of the language of the bill—

Except where otherwise directed, the Secretary of the Navy shall
build any of the vessels herein anthorized in such navy yards as he
may designate should it reasonably aggte:r that the persoms, firms, or
corporations, or the agents thereof, bi for the con.strucann of any
of sald vessels have entered into any combination, agreement, or under-
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standing the effect, object, or purpose of which Is to de&rlve the Gov-
ernment of fair, open, and unrestricted competition in letting contracts
for the construction of any of sald vessels.

Under that language the Secretary is absolutely prohibited
from building any of these vessels in a Government yard unless
he shall first be convinced that there is a combination among
the persons, corporations, or firms bidding for the contract,

Mr. PADGETT. The gentleman is mistaken about that. The
Secretary has been building vessels under that same language;
he built a transport and a supply ship, one at Philadelphia and
one at Boston, under this identical langnage.

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER. Yes; I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. I would like to call the atten-
tion of the gentleman from Wisconsin to the paragraph on paze
66, which it seems to me governs this question.

Mr. COOPER. What line?

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. The last paragraph, beginning
at line 15, where it says—

No part shall be nsed to procure through purchase or contract any ves-
scls, armament, artieles, or materials, which the navy B: , gun fae-
torieg, or other industrial plants operated by the Navy partment are
equip to su]gpl{, unless such Government tﬁl:nnm are operated approx-
imately at their full capacity for not less one regular shift each
working day, except when contract costs are less than costs in said
Government plants, and exu_;ﬁnwhen sald Government plants are un-
able to complete the work wi the time required, and except in cases
of emergency.

Mr. COOPER. That does not meet the point T make against
the paragraph on the preceding page, the paragraph we are
now considering. The particular paragraph now before us is,
in my judgment, susceptible only of the construction that I
put upon it. The ordinary rule of statutory construction is
that the mention of one thing is the exclusion of the other;
and therefore, as this paragraph expressly provides that the
Secretary of the Navy may build in a navy yard if convinced
that the bidders are In a combination which prevents compe-
tition among them, it follows, of course, that he can not build
in a navy yard unless he is so convinced. He has first to be
convineed that there is a combination among bidders, otherwise
he can not build in a Government yard.

Mr. PADGETT. The gentleman is mistaken, because they
have been building in the Government yards under this identical
language.

Mr. COOPER. I am absolutely right, and I appeal to any
lawyer on the floor. I distinetly remember that previous bills
contained language different from this before they passed the
House.

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. Will the gentleman yield? I
am intensely interested in this, and if the paragraph on page
66 does not overcome the prohibition I want it remedied.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, in order to clear up the
matter I move to strike out the words “ except where otherwise
directed,” in line 8, page 65. Then it will read:

The Secretary of the Navy shall build—

Angd so forth.

Mr. COOPER. Noj; that does not meet it at all

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wis-
consin has expired.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I ask for five minutes more.
This is a very important matter.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks that
his time be extended five minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. COOPER. I speak of this because in previous Congresses
we have had very earnest discussions on this floor over propo-
gitions to require the Secretary of the Navy to build at least
one vessel in a Government yard. Such a provision has been
mandatory in some of the bills, and reguired him to build cer-
tain of the ships in Government yards, the argument in favor
of that sort of legislation being that the Government ought at
all times to have in its employ experts competent to do high-
class naval construction work. :

This paragraph is susceptible only of the construction I have
put upon it, which is that the Secretary of the Navy must let
contracts for constructing these vessels to private bidders un-
less it shall appear that there is a combination among them—
a thing difficult for him to know. How can he determine
whether there is a combination to prevent competitive build-
ing? In previous Congresses—and the gentleman from Iili-
neis [Mr. BucHaNAN] will remember this—we have had pro-
tracted debates on this identical proposition.

Mr. ALEXANDER. What amendment does the gentleman
suggest to obviate that?

Mr. COOPER. In previous laws there have been mandatory
provisions requiring the Secretary of the Navy to build certain
vessels in Government yards to be selected by him.

Mr. PADGETT. We can not build a battleship in a navy
yard now, because the only yard that can build a battleship
has two in it, and it will be two years before they will be out
of the way. It is impossible to build a battleship in a Govern-
ment yard at this time. We authorized one last year, 10 months
in advance.

Mr. COOPER. I am not talking about the facts: T am talk-
ing about the construction of this proposed law. The chairman
of the committee now gives a different reason. He seems now
to acquiesce in my interpretation of this proposed law, but
says they could not be built in a Government yard anyway.

Mr. PADGETT. I say as a matter of fact they can not do
it. The Secretary has full authority and has been building
them all along.

Mr. MAHER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Line 16, page 63, strike out the period and insert a colon and add:

Provided, That the Seeretary of the Navy is hereby authorized to
gulld m:y of the vessels herein authorized in such navy yards as he may
esignate.

Mr. MAHER. Mpr. Chairman, there seems to be some merit
in the contention of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. CooreR],
and to clear up the situation I have offered this amendment.
I believe the Secretary of the Navy, from his position in the
past, is in favor of keeping the navy yards up to their present
high efficiency, and this amendment gives him power to provide
for the building of any of the vessels herein authorized in the
navy yards.

I am sure, judging from the resulis of the past, that the Sec-
retary of the Navy will so arrange the building pregram that
many of the vessels will be constructed in the navy yards of the
country.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from New York.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to be heard in
support of the amendment.

Mr. PADGETT. I have no objection to the amendment.

Mr. COOPER. Very well.

T]:e CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. A

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, T move to strike out the
words “ except where otherwise directed.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

I'age 65, line 8, strike out the words * except where otherwise
directed.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.
The Clerk read as follows:

Construction and machinery: On account of hulls and outfits of ves-
sels and machinery of wvessels heretofore and hereln authorized, to be
available until expended, $22,114,459.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

P 63, line 20, strike out the flgures “ $22,114,450" and insert In
lieu thereof the figures * $20,664,459."

The CHAIRMAN,
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. I want to ask the chairman of the committee if that
amendment proposed by him is sufficient to make allowance for
the two paragraphs which were stricken out above on page 637

Mr. PADGETT. That is what it is for.

Mr. FOWLER. But $4,000,000 was stricken out there.

Mr. PADGETT. That is, the authorization, but the appropria-
tion is earried here.

Mr. FOWLER. There were more than $4,000,000 cut out.

Mr. PADGETT. No.

Mr. FOWLER. Yes; $1,900,000 and $2.250,000,

Mr. PADGETT. One million and nine hundred thousand dol-
lars is the limit of cost, but you do not appropriate the whole
amount the first year. It takes two years to build it.

Mr. FOWLER. Then the figures “ $22,114,459 " do not cover
the entire cost for the provisions in lines 5 and 67

Mr. PADGETT. They do not.

Mr. FOWLER. Mr, Chairman, I withdraw the pro forma
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

nerease of the Navy, equipment : The unexpended balance on June

I
30, 1915, shall be transferred to appropriation * Increase of the Navy,
construction and machinery,” and beginning with July 1, 1915, equips

The question is on agreeing to the amend-
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ment outfits shall be charged to appropriation * Increase of the Navy,
construction and machinery.”

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the point of
order on that. What does this do?

Mr. PADGETT. In the bill of last year the Bureau of Equip-
ment was abolished, and this is simply to distribute the money
that was appropriated under the bill with that bureau in exist-
ence to the other bureaus.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the point of
order.

The Clerk read as follows:

Increase of the Navﬁ: armor and armament : Toward the armor and
armament for vessels heretofore and herein authorized, to be available
until expended, $19,048,008.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
figures “ $19,048,098," in line 9, page 66, and insert in lien
thereof the figures “ $18,588,988.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Tennessee.

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. TAVENNER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The CHATIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. TAVENNER :

Psfe 66, line 9, after the figures “ $18,688,908," strike out the perlod
and insert in lieu thereof the following: *: Provided, That the Secre-
tary of the Navy shadl not consider any bid for the suPplying of the
Armor or armament hereindprnvided for unless such bid is accompanied
by a sworn list of stockholders and bondholders of the corporation, sub-
mitting such bid, such list of stockholders and bondholders to be taken
from the books of said corporation as of date of July 1, 1914 : And it
48 further provided, That such list of stockholders and bondholders shall
be transmitted in a separate report by the Secretary of the Navy.”

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order—
I will make the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains the point of order, and
the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Total increase of the Navy heretofore and heérein authorized,
$45,009,801.

Mr. PADGETT. The total there has to be increased, and we
got authority to change totals.

The CHAIRMAN. That has already been agreed to.

Mr. PADGETT. . I simply desire to call attention to it.

The Clerk read as follows:

Of each of the sums appropriated by this act, except such amounts as
may be required to meet obligations authorized in previous acts and for
which contracts have been made, no part shall be used to procure
through hfburchase or contract any vessels, armament, articles, or mate-
rials which the navy yards, gun factories, or other industrial plants
operated by the Navy partment are equipped to supgﬂ'. unless such

overnment plants are operated approximately at their full capacity for
not less than one regular shift each working day, except when contract
costs are less than costs in said Government plants, and execept when
gald Government plants are unable to complete the work within the time
required, and except in cases of emergency.

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer
the following amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 66, line 24, after the word “ emergency,” insert:

e lgr‘}mldsd, That hereafter no appropriation shall be available for the
galary or pay of any officer, manager, superintendent, foreman, or other

on having charge of the work of any employee of the United States
govemment while making or causing to be made with a stop wateh or
other time-measuring device a time study of any job of any such em-
ployee between the starting and completion thereof or of the move-
ments of “f such employee while engaged upon such work; nor shall
any appropriation hereafter be available to pay any premium or bonus
or cash reward to any employee in addition to his regular wages, except
for suggestions resulting in improvements or economy in the operation
of anygagovernment plant ; and no clalm for services performed by any
person while violating this proviso shall be allowed.”

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order,

on that. This is different from the provision we put in the
Army bill
Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. I do not know on what groun&
the gentleman from Tennessee makes the point of order, but
I will agree this language is different from that on the military
bill ; but—— |
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will call the attention of the
gentleman from Illinois that this provision makes permanenli
law by inserting the word * hereafter.” '|
AMr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. My reason for desiring this ini
this language is that it probably will prevent having this up in/
connection with every appropriation bill that passes the House,
and for that reason I thought action at this time, when we
are pretty well represented, would be desirable. I will agree
that if the point of order is made it will be well taken.
Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, the point of order is on two
unds. First to the word “ hereafter,” which makes it per-
anent law, and then there is another part, which is legislation,

in the last two lines, “ and no claim for services performed by
any person while violating this proviso shall be allowed.”

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. That was in the other one.

Mr. PADGETT. I know, but the point was not raised in the
discussion of the other.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains the point of order as
to the word * hereafter.”

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois.
following amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 66, line 24, after the word * emergency,” insert:

“ Provided, That no part of the appropriations made in this bill
shall be available for the salary or pay of any officer, manager, superin-
tendent, foreman, or other person having rge of the work of any
emgloyee of the United States Government while making or causing
to be made with a stop watch or other time-measuring device, a time
study of any job of any such employee between the starting and com-
pletion thereof, or of the movements of any such employee while
engaged upon such work; nor shall any part of the appropriations
made in this bill be available to pay any premium or bonus or cash
reward to any employee In addition to his regular wages, except for
suggestions resulting in improvements or economy in the operation of
any Government plant; and no claim for services Qerrormed by any
person while violating this provision shall be allowed.”

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order.

Mr. TRIBBLE. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains the point of order
on the last two lines, which read:

And no claim for services performed for any person while violati
this proviso shall be allowed. i ¥ L s

The Chair thinks that is clearly subject to a point of order.

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. I ask to amend the amend-
ment by striking out that part.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman offers the amendment with
that language stricken out.

Then I desire to offer the

Mr. MOORE. Is that a request for unanimous consent?
The CHAIRMAN. No; the gentleman offers it as an amend-
ment.

Mr. MOORE. Will the gentleman yield at that point?

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman make the point of
order?

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order. I
understood the gentleman was going to offer an amendment,

The CHATRMAN, The gentleman offers an amendment now
with those words stricken out. Does the gentleman make the
point of order with those words stricken out?

Mr. MOORE. I do not make the point of order on the
amendment as modified if those words have been stricken out.

The CHAIRMAN. Those words have been stricken ount.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that it
be considered as reported.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I want to suggest that the word “ bill
occurs in two places, and it should be changed to “act.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the suggestion made
by the gentleman from New York [Mr. FITZGERALD].

The Clerk read as follows:

Change the word *“ bill ” wherever it occurs in the amendment to the
word “ aet.”

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, this is an amendment to abolish
the Taylor system, so far as it applies to the Naval Service, is it
not?

[ Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. That is the purpose.

Mr. MOORE. A similar provision was passed during the
pendency of the Army bill, and it has had its effect on some of
the arsenals already, as I am informed. I want to ask the gen-
tleman whether or not he knows that there is quite a protest
on the part of employees against stopping the bonuses that have
been received for extra work?

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. I will say to the gentleman, if
he will yield, that my information on that is that the protest
has been worked up by the officers in the Frankford Arsenal
who are opposed to this legislation, just as employers always
seem to be able to find some employees whom they can coerce or
influence in some way to come and oppose eight-hour measures,
like they did the woman's eight-hour day here and in Illinois.
So far as its being the position of the majority of the employees
who have courage td speak for themselves, I do not believe there
is any truth in the statement that they are opposed to it.

Mr. MOORE, Has the gentleman heard of any protests from

Watertown?
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Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. I have not heard any protests
from Watertown. I will read here a statement from a repre-
sentative of the men who have been seeking this legislation for
a number of years, and not only that, but we have a great deal
of information in the hearings. We had a special commitiee
to investigate the Taylor system, and they reported in accord
with the position taken by organized labor and the labor people
who have been protesting against this. It has been established
and stated by employers, a large majority of them, I believe,
that it is not a system that is acceptable from the employers’
point of view. )

Mr. MOORE. T desire to say in view of what the gentleman
from Illinois said, that probably 300 employees of the Frankford
Arsenal have protested against the abolition of this system on
the ground that it has worked a practical reduction of their
wages. I know the gentleman will doubtless have the ear of
the majority on this question, and that his amendment may
pass, but I desire to inform him as a friend of labor that at
least 300 men and women have protested against the abolition
of the system in this instance.

Mr, BUCHANAN of Illinois. Mr, Chairman, I desire to state
to the genileman from Pennsylvania and the Members of the
committee that this guestion has been investigated by those who
are interested in the welfare of the working people.

Mr. MOORE. Is it not under investiagtion now by the In-
dustrial Relations Commission?

Mr, BUCHANAN of Illinois. I do not know a thing about
that. This is the information that I have.

Mr. MOORE, I am advised that the whole guestion of the
Taylor system is under investigation now by a commission au-
thorized by Congress and that commission has not yet reported
upon it. It was also under investigation by a committee of the
House.

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. If the gentleman will permit me,
I will read here a statement I have from those who bave in-
vestigated this, giving the actual information on which I
based my statement a few minutes ago. I will read a portion
of it and insert the rest in the Recorp. It is as follows:

Hon, GEORGE F. CHAMBERLATN,
Chairman Commitiee on jﬂm«m Affairs
United States Senate, Washington, D. O.

Drar Sir: The clause in this d{:&r's Army appropriation bill on
page 51, beginning with llne 13, is ected ags.l!mt certain objectionable
features of the Taylor system of shop management and similar systems,
gometimes miscalled by the generie term of * sclentlfic management.”
The clause prohibits e study of workman and the premium system
of payment, which together form the basis for the -up scheme
invented by Mr, Tailor. This clause does not interfere with standard-
izing shop tools and equipment, systematizing production methods, or
cost accounting. It is directed o f against  the abnormal stimulus to
sctlt:ity of the workman made possible by the time-study and premium
gystem. - g

For your information as to our objections to these systems of shop
management I refer you to the marked portlons of our hearing before
the Committee on Labor of the House during April, 1914  (copy sent
herewith). This hearing contains, on pages 16 to 88, inclusive, my tes-
timony before the Federal Commission on Industrial Relations re-
lation to organized labor’s objections to certain features of so-called
sg«intlnctmngement. This testimony is considered a rather concise
statement,

On pages 38 to 52 of this hearing is written defense of the Taylor
gystem as in operation at the Watertown Arsenal by Gen. Crozler
{copy of which I also send herewith). The several subjects are dis-
cusséd seriatim in my reply. This accounts for the disconnected pres-
entation of the subjects.

This reply also contains many extracts from the writings of Mr.
Taylor, owing the underlying purposes and aims of the system.
The very fact t any system of shop man ent contemplatin
such drastic and inhuman methods of dealing with employees s
commend itself to officials of the Ordnance Department is an indication
of the treatment employees could expect if the opportunity to force
this system presented Itself to those having charge of the work.

The full possibllities of this system has not taken advan
of at the Watertown Arsenal. is we attribute to the fact that
department has been on its good behavior while several lic investi-
@ ons have been in progress. While the conditions of labor at the

atertown Arsenal, where they are zolg through the motions of using
the system 1s bad enough, e conditions are not as bad as they
waonld be had no &ppositinn to the m developed.

It is also significant to us that Mr, Taylor has not repudiated any
of his writings which were completed ore it became mecessary for
him to defend his schemes before the gubllc, and that the Chief of
Qrdnance can see nothing wrong or harsh about the aims and methods
advocated by Mr. Taylor. These methods to the average man seem
abhorrent because of the unadulterated greed displayed and utter dis-
regard for the welfare of the workman.

hile the annual reports of the Chief of Ordnance show many glow-
ing neccounts of the advantages of the system both to the workmen and
the Government, the emplo; have as yet not been imbued with these
alleged advantages to such an extent that they are willing to withdraw
their opposition. The e?_ﬂloyeen t the Watertown Arsemal even went
so far as to refuse to avall t vés:of a collective l.ngongme-
ment pro by Mr. Thoc::fson, attorney for the Industrial mmis-
sion, unless it was s ly stated that the plan was mot for the
purpose of settling by arbitration their objections to the Taylor system.

As to the advantages to the Government throuﬁh reduced costs of
production by means of the Taylor system it was shown in the investi-

gation by a special committee of the House in 1912 that the alleged
gavings recorded on page 16 of the 1911 Report of the Chief of Ord-

nance was largely due to the claim that one-half of the cost of material
was saved by the system. It does not seem plausible that any system
can save one-half of the material used in manufacture.

information as to sa contained in subsequent reports of
the Chief of Ordnance have not investigated by others than those
who are interested in proving the advantages of the systemm. However,
all the alleged savings due to better equipment, high-speed tools, rout-
ing of work, and many other common-sense features which have been
appro‘{armted tﬁ Mr. Taylor as a part of his system would still be pre-
served after e passage of the restrictive clause hereln advocated.
Qur case, however, does not stand or fall according to whether or not
the system as In operation at the Watertown Arsenal has been developed
to the point of oppression as . Any man of sound mind can see
what such measures will lead to. After our power of resistance has
been worn nwniﬂll:( the system it will be too late to raise a feeble
protest. The tary airs Committee is well acquainted with
efforts made by every nation to prevent other rival nations from galn-
ing strategic position on the high seas, because of what they can do’
with the advantage gained. This opposition is shown no matter what
the nation about to gain the advantage promises. 3

Much has been made of the mfsresumpdon that this system increases
wages. This 18 exceedingly leading. Mr. Taylor claims that by
his 5:;o)'stlem he will be able to hire common laborers usually ,gettl.u;i'1 about
31. per day and by paying them, say, $2 per day can teach them to

0 work for which the employer has to pay a mechanie $3 per
day. This advanced stage of the development of the system has not
been reached at the Watertown Arsenal as yet, but it can be attemgted
at any time the Chief of Ordnance decides. It would not prove.that
the system was good even though the Chief of Ordnance should pay the
men $10 per day temporarily, which might be done in order to induce
some to suBeport the system while the opﬁuslﬁ.on was active., That the
Ordnance partment is not givem to charity ordinarily is shown by
the starvation wnies now beinqn?ajd women emg!oyaes at the Frank-
ford Arsenal at Philadelphia. ey receive $1.1 r day at present.

Just after the passage of the present bill by the use the Ordnance
Department Btogped the time study and the premium system at Water-
town and ord Ar ; and the officials went out among the
employes during working hours to persuade (7) them to protest against
the clause hereln advoecated. When the premium was en away from
the aforementioned women employees the earni:fn dropped from about

2 per day to $1.16, the latter being the nominal day rate. It is well
nown that where plecework or any k system exists a wide difference
is arbitrarily made between the day rate and the task earnings ln order
to make the task system appear attractive. If, however, the task work
were abolished everyone knows that the day rate would have to be
inereased. These women who are unorganized, and who bably do
not understand the economic basis for wages, might readily be led to
believe that this artificial low wage is to be permanent and agree to
rotest, for the same reason that women in Illinols protested against

e eifﬁ law on the ground that it would reduce wages.

During the consideration of the eight-hour law by the Senate petitions
were filed by workmen against the enactment of the law on the ground
that it would reduce wages. These petitions were tggtten up in much
the same way as in the present case, namely, by influence of the
emfloyer circulating the petitions,

t the Watertown Arsenal, where the employees have also gone
back to daywork since the sage of the blll by the Jouse, they are
still anxious to have the b {ms& '

It is also a significant fact that at the Watertown Arsenal, where the
premiom system been in operation for several years, that the wages
earned, premium and all, is no greater on the average than the wa
recelved by the same sra&e of employes at the Boston Navy Yard, which
is only 7 milles away ; and whose wage scale Is presumed to be regulated

the same facts, he reason for this Is apparent. Under premium
systems employees are usually expected to increase their em-ntnFs by
working harder, w! o an increase should be given directly.

The petty lniusrlces involved in this system are so numerous that it
forms a daily ground for discontent among the employees., Employees
at the Watertown Arsenal, for instance, inform us that the same amount
of effort will net them vastly different results in earnings, showing that
the time study is inaccurate, and that it is Impossible to make it accu-
rate. The wvariables, in the machinists’ business esiaecmu:. are o
great that no exact standards ean be set, and where arbitrary standards
are set they result only in injustice to employees.

The last four conventions of the American Federation of Labor have

e on record st the Taylor system. In 1911 the present Becre-
ﬂ?y of Labor, William B. Wilson, was secretary of the commitiee of
the convention that recommended against the system (see pp. 77, 287,
and 296 of proceedings of the convention). The American eration
of Labor convention of 1913 also has in its proceedings as severe an
indictment against the Taylor system as was ever written (see p. 209

of !Fmeeedins's).

he Ordnance Department insists that we should wait for the report
of the Federal Industrial Commission relative to the system in opera-
tion at the Watertown Arsenal. The department had up to date paid
no heed to adverse reports made by four committees of Congress, and
there is no reason to suppose they will cease thelr attempt to foree
the system on the emp;:fees unless compelled to by law. However,
having had much to do with members and officers of the commission, I
feel safe in saying that the commission will not make any in ation
of the system at the Watertown Arsenal, and therefore no al re-
port will be forthcoming, and their general report on * scientific man-
agement” 1s not likely to be made until after Co ss extends the

me for the existence of the co on, {due to thelr lack of time to
complete the scope of the work started. There has been enough said
by the eommission to indieate that they do not think these systems
safe from the employees’ point of view unless accompanied by collective
in which the workmen shall have an equal volce with the
ganagemgont. This the War Department has indicated its unwillingness
agree to. :
Our fear that the Ordnance Department will eventu&llg displace the
skilled, well-pald mechanic with cheap labor and by men of lower caliber
is amply substantiated by a statement on page 15 of the last annnal
Te of the Chief of Ordnance,

'or your information I send herewith the documents herein referred
to for verification. and also the reports from committees of both House
and Senate on bills which aim to cover the same fleld as the proposed
clanse in this Army bill

In order to obviate the necessity of attaching this clause to mg
appropriation bill passed by Congress, and thus needlessly take up mu
nable time, it is respectfully requested
inserted in the places’

and the words * or any other appropriation ” be
indicated in the paragraph before your committee.
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As a reresenta’th*e ‘of the employees concerned, I shall be glad to
make any further explanation that I can, elther in writing or orally.

We believe the workmen of the United States. have a right to say
how fast they want to work and the degree of temptation and stimulus
they are willing to submit to day after day. We feel that we have a
right to preserve the race from deteriorating influences.

Trusting this will receive your favorable consideration, I am,

Very respectfully, yours,
N. P. ALIFAS,
President District No. },
International Association of Machinists.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.
[Cries of “ Vote!™ * Vote! "]

Mr. TAVENNER. Mr., Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word.

Answering the point raised by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania as to whether the arsenal men are opposed fo this——

Mr. PADGETT. Will the gentleman yield for a moment?

Mr. TAVENNER. Yes, sir.

Mr. PADGETT. I ask unanimous consent that debate on this
paragraph and all amendments thereto close in five minutes.

Mr. MOORE. Will the gentleman embody in that the sug-
gestion that we will get through quicker if the gentleman will
listen to what is being said?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee asks unani-
mous consent that all debate on this paragraph and amend-
ments thereto close—in what time?

Mr. PADGETT. Ten minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr. DONOHOE. Mr, Chairman, reserving the right to object,
I would ask for three minutes.

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp by inserting a
statement from the International Association.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the gentleman's re-
quest?

There was no objection.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp. Is
there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. TEMPLE. Mr. Chairman, I wish to call the attention of
the House to a paragraph in the address delivered this morning
by Romulo 8. Na6n, the Argentine ambassador, at the meeting
of the United States Chamber of Commerce.

This distinguished diplomatist, who represents a friendly
power with which our relations are of constantly increasing im-
portance, has expressed a hope in which I am sure we can all
join. If it could be realized, the injury done to neutral nations
by the war in Europe would be diminished and at the same time
the danger of controversy between neutrals and belligerents
would be decreased.

Ambassador Nabn said:

As you see, one of the practical measares suggested in this dispatch
to relieve the needs of our exportations is bottoms enough. It seems to
me that perhaps the way to meet this serious inconvenience—the getting
of ships in sufficient numbers—would be to procure the eomplete neu-
tralization of inter-American commerce. It is undoubtedly not an eas;
task at the present moment to solve as we would desire all the difficul-
ties encountered by the neutral commerce of the world, in view of the
conflicting interests of the belligerent countries; but there could be no
reason which would justify opposition to the maintenance to the fullest
extent and without any hindrance whatsoever of commerecial interchange
between the ports of our continent. I maintain that the comﬂg‘tje neu-
tralization of inter-Ameriean commerce ought to be recogn , and
therefore I entertain the hope—or, more than that, I might say that I
feel the certainty—that we would be able to have the countries at war
agree with us in establishing the rule that during the present war no
vessel engaged exclusively in the trade between American ports shall be
subject to search, detention, or capture by a belligerent, no matter what
flag she flies, so long as she is enga, exclusively in that commerce.

ith such a rule, we should be able to obtain all the vessels we need
for the promotion of our commerce with the United States and the
other American Republics to the maximum, developing, as a conse-
quence, our friendly relations with all of them and lessening the sor-
rowful conditions created by that war.

Mr. HELM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the RECORD.

Mr. PAGE of North Carolina. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks in the REcorbp.

Mr. HAMLIN. Mr. Chairman, I make the same request.

Mr. FARR. And I make the same request.

Mr. KETTNER. Mr. Chairman, I also ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the RECORD.

Mr. CURRY. And I the same, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to granting these sev-
eral requests?

There was no objection.

Mr. KETTNER. Mr. Chairman, a few moments ago a dis-

you in favor of two battleships and these submarines? I con-
sider you a conservative busineéss man and should like to have
¥you explain your position to me.” I answered by reminding him
that our forefathers on the frontier always carried guns, not
for the purpose of killing people, but because they recognized the
dangers and the necessity for self-protection.

This is true with us on the Pacific coast, with our long coast
line from Mexico, including Alaska. Just a year ago this same
Member would probably have laughed had I stated that within
five months nearly all of Europe would be at war. Who can
say what a few years may bring forth? And, as our fathers car-
ried weapons with which to defend themselves, I believe that
it is the duty of the United States to provide for the protection
of her seacoast.

For example, my home city of San Diego, within 16 miles of
the Mexican border, and the first port of call in the United
States north of the Panama Canal, occupies an important point
in the defense of the Pacific coast. As we are holding an expo-
sition there this year, I hope to have the pleasure of showing
a great many of my friends in this House why we feel the need
of protection and wlhiy we believe that important strategic points
have been and are being overlooked. :

The climate of San Diego is such that pleasure boats are
never put up in the winter, and in the past 10 years there has
been one storm where two or three yachts have broken from
their moorings. Everything In the market is grown in the
Imperial Valley all the year round and is sold in the San Diego
markets at reasonable prices. Reports show that the coast just
south is admirably suited to torpedo practice, the sand being
of a peculiar spongy quality, upon which the torpedoes bounce,
and we who study naval bills every year know something of
what each torpedo- costs and something of how many are lost in
the average torpedo practice by being buried in the sand.

We know that for several years the target practice of the
cruisers on the Pacific coast has been held at Magdalena Bay,
off the Mexican coast.

It does not seem possible, in the light of these facts, that for
14 years a fuel wharf at San Diego was in the process of con-
struction until last year the naval bill carried an appropria-
tion with which to complete the building of coal bunkers and
arrange for fuel-oil storage, and the importance of this station
is now further recognized by an item of $40,000 in this bill
with which to provide for further fuel-oil storage.

While I am not an extremist and do not believe in building
up an aggressive navy, I do believe that we should have a navy
sufficiently effective so that we can protect ourselves and com-
mand respect. I also believe firmly in strengthening our coast
defenses, and I am sure, in the light of recent events, every
right-minded person will agree that the coast cities are entitled
to adequate protection. These remarks might have seemed
strange a year ago, but times have changed.

This bill carries 2 battleships and 11 submarines, some of
which will be built and stationed on the Pacific coast. They
are urgently needed, and, after you have visited the Pacific coast
this year, I believe you will agree with me, not only in regard to
the harbor at San Diego but that the west coast, with its long
shore line and few harbors, needs the protection of additional
defenses at her harbors and additional vessels with which to
guard her easily accessible and otherwise defenseless shore line.

Mr. TAVENNER. Mr. Chairman, there are 1,800 men work-
ing in the Rock Island Arsenal, and not one of these men has
written to me protesting against the passage of this bill. On
the other hand, I have received letters stating that the em-
ployees of that arsenal are highly elated over the fact that the
House has passed a provision prohibiting the use of the Taylor
system in the Government workshops.

Mr. Taylor describes his system in two different ways. One
is for the general public and the other is for employers. He
says in the one that the object of the system is to increase the
pay of the workingman. Then he has a book of instructions to
employers who are putting in this system, and in that book of
instructions the statement is made that the test is made so
striet that only one man out of five can keep up.

This system has been investigated by two committees of this
House, and I am happy to say that two Members of this House
who assisted in the investigation of that system are now mein-
bers of the President's Cabinet, namely, the Secretary of Labor,
Mr. Wilson, and the Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Redfield.

I want to say to Democrats here that in the campaign of
1912 the Speaker of this House spoke to those men at Rock
Island and assured them that if the Democratic Party were
placed in power, the Taylor system of scientific shop manage-
ment would be taken out of the arsenals and navy yards, and I
think it is up to this side of the House especially to redeem

tinguished Member of this House remarked to me: “ Why are ! the promise that was made by our party leader.
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Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Illinois yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvanin?

Mr. TAVENKER. Yes

Mr. MOORE. The gentlen:lan says he has received no pro-
tests from the working people at Rock Island against the enact-
ment of this legislation. If the gentleman had received pro-
tests from people who had had their wages reduced by the
glthtlrawm of that system he would present them here, would

e not?

Mr. TAVENNER. Does the gentleman say his constituents
are opposed to the bill eliminating the system?

Mr. MOORE. I am asking the gentleman the question, If he
l&ad received such protests, would he present them, as I have

one?

Mr. TAVENNER. If I believed that the majority of the
workmen were in favor of the system I would not be here
speaking against it, but I know that the majority of the men
are strongly against it.

Mr. MANN., Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether the
Taylor efficiency system is in operation in any of the navy
yards. I have never heard it discussed in connection with the
navy yards. Does the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. PAp-
GETT] know?

l\fir. PADGETT. I understand it is not in force in the navy
yards,

Mr. CURRY. It is in force in a number of shops in some of
the navy yards. It is in force in some of the shops at the Mare
Island yard.

Mr. PADGETT. I understand the Taylor or stop-watch sys-
tem is in force in some of the shops.

Mr. MANN. Two years ago the House, by resolution, pro-
vided for a commission to investigate the Taylor system. That
commission was composed of Mr. Redfield, then a Meinber of
the House and now the Secretary of Commerce; Mr. Wilson, of
Pennsylvania, then a Member of the House and now the Secre-
tary of Labor; and Mr. Tilson, of Connecticut, who was then
a Member of the House and who will be a Member of the next
House. That commission made an exhaustive study of the sub-
ject, but did not report advising that the Taylor efficiency sys-
tem should be abolished.

Mr. TAVENNER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANN. For what? i

Mr. TAVENNER. For a question.

Mr. MANN.. Yes.

Mr. TAVENNER. I would like to ask the gentleman if he
is aware of the fact that the chairman of that special committee,
shortly after he made that report, did bring.in a bill to this
House providing for the abolition of the Taylor system in the
arsenals?

Mr. MANN. I do not know that he did. If he did, it lay in
a condition of “innocuous desuetude.”

Mr. TAVENNER. The fact is as I have stated.

Mr. MANN. I do not yield to the gentleman for a statement.
I do not know whether the Taylor efficiency system ought to be
abolished, or whether it ought to be made use of; but here are
two Cabinet officers in the President’s Cabinet who investigated
this subject, and who certainly know more about it than most
of the Members of this House. It is within the power of the
Secretary of the Navy at any time, by a stroke of the pen, to
prevent the Taylor efficiency system being made use of in any
of the navy yards now; and while it is true that we adopted a
provision similar to this on the Army bill, I think that was
mainly for the purpose of making a little further experiment in
those arsenals where the Taylor efficiency system has been put
in operation, much over the objection of many of the employees
as applied there. It seems to me the part of wisdom for the
House to leave it to the executive departments of the Govern-
ment, as this would only apply for the next fiscal year. Doubtless
the Secretary of the Navy, advised as he would be by the Secre-
taries of Commerce and Labor, who made this investigation
and report before, is better qualified to determine how far the
efficiency system should be enforced in the navy yards than are
the membership of the House,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. DONOHOE. Mr. Chairman, the Taylor system of shop
management is not in force in its entirety in the Frankford
Arsenal, although I understand that some of its less objection-
able fentures have been adopted there. A few days ago consid-
erable exciteinent was eaused among some of the employees of
the Frankford Arsenal by reason of an order that was issued by
the Chief of Ordnance abolishing a premium system that had
been in force since 1910 at the arsenal. I know that the major-
ity of the employees in the arsenal are opposed to anything like

LII—199

the stop-watch system, but those employees who are receiving’
very small wages and who have had a task system established
for them feel that it is unfair and quite a loss to them to have
this order enforced before the proposition in the Army bill abol-
ishing bonuses becomes a law. They feel that it would be more
reasonable to let things continue as they were until the 1st of
July or until some more equitable wage scale is established.

The bonus system at the Frankford Arsenal was in force
mostly in those departments where females are employed. It
worked in this way: The wage rate for the women is $1.16 per
day, but for the purpose of increasing the output the manage-
ment of the arsenal said, “ We will fix a task for you, and if
you come up to it you shall receive $1.40 per day, and for all in
excess of that task you shall receive half the rate that you get
for producing the rest.” The bonus for excess work brought the
wages of the more efficient workers up to, I understand, $1.75
or more per day. Now, these women do not like the idea of
going back to $1.16 per day, especially since the foremen have
served notice on them that for $1.16 per day they will be ex-
pected to come up to their former tasks, for which they got at
least $1.40 per day.

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that we have been pursuing an un-
wise policy in the matter of rates of wages. Instead of estab-
lishing a mniform avage scale for a particular class of work in
the various shops of the Governmeut throughout the country, we
have obliged the commanding officers of those establishments to
fix wages in accordance with the rates prevailing in the indus-
trial establishments around them, and we know that it is

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DONOHOE. Yes.

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. Does the gentleman know that
the very system that he has explained there is the speed-up
system?

Mr. DONOHOE. I do.

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. And that makes inroads on the
physical and mental resources of the working people, because it
compels them to work under a strain.

Mr. DONOHOE. I have no desire to defend the Taylor sys-
tem, because I regard it as a most inhuman one. [Applause.]

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. And if they are fair to their
employees and expect them to do as much as they did before,
ought they not to pay them as much money as they did before?

Mr. DONOHOE. Absolutely so; but I contend that here is
the place where we should fix the whole matter by providing
for the establishing of uniform rates for the various Govern-
ment shops in the country rather than by compelling the com-
manding officers, as we now do, to fix rates in accordance with
the prevailing wage rates in their respective localities. The
officers inguire of the establishments around them, and it is not
reasonable to suppose that the management of these local estab-
lishments have any desire to cause the Government to fix rates
that are too high for the locality. I feel, therefore, that Con-
gress should correct this absurdity by the enactment of a law
providing that the same wage rates shall prevail in all the vari-
ous workshops of the Government. This would put an end to
much of the trouble and would tend to establish rates of wages
that would be more equitable than those now prevailing. In
the meantime, Mr. Chairman, I should be glad to see the arsenal
employees, who receive low wages, especially the females, con-
tinued on the bonus system until July next, when, I hope, more
liberal rates of wages will have been established. It would be
manifestly unfair and unreasonable to expect the employees to
do as much work for $1.16 as they did when they were receiving
$1.40 per day. The cost of living has steadily increased of late
years, and wages must be increased if our present standard of
living is to be maintained. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. MaNy) there were 82 ayes and 21 noes.

So the amendment was agreed to.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

The committee informally rose; and Mr. Decker having
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, n message from the
Senate, by Mr. Tulley, one of its clerks, announced that the
Senate had insisted upon its amendments to bills of the follow-
ing titles, disagreed to by the House of Representatives, had
agreed to the conference asked by the House on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and had appointed Mr.
SHIvELY, Mr. Joussown, and Mr. McCumBer as the conferees
on the part of the Senate: -

I R. 19545. An act granting pensions and inerease of pen-
sions to certain soldiers and sallors of the Civil War, and cer-
tain widows and dependent children of soldiers and sailors of
said war; and
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H. R. 20562. An act granting pensions aud inerease of pen-
sions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Civil War, and cer-
tain widows and dependent children of soldiers and sailors of
snid war,

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL.

The committee resumed its session.

The Clerk read as follows:

That no part of any sum herein appropriated shall be expended for
the purchase of structural steel, ship pla armor, armament, or ma-
chinery from any persons, flrms, or corporations who have combined or
ccm;rajred to- monopolize the interstate or forelgn commerce or trade of
the United States, or the commerce or trade between the States and
any Territory or the District of Columbia, in any of the articles afore-
said, and no purchase of structural steel, ship plates, or machinery
ghall be made at a price in excess of a reasonable profit above the
actval cost of manufacture. But this limitatien shall in ne case apply
to any existing contract.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I. make the peint of order against
the paragraph. 7o
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains the point of order.

Me. MOORE., Mr. Chairman, I offer the following as a new
paragraph.

The Clerk read as follows:

I'age 67, before line 12, insert the rbllowini as & new paragraph:

“That no part of any sum appropriated by this act for the con-
strizetion or equipment of vessels of the Mavy shall be expended for
muaterinls purchased In a foreign country except like materials for
construetion or equipment can not be obtained in the United States.”

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, to that I make a point of
order,

Mr. MOORE. Suech an amendment was offered to the bill
last year and a point of order was made, and the point of order
was overruled. It is a germane amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman from
Tennessee.

Mr. PADGETT,
of order.

The CHATRMAN. The point of order is overruled.

Mr. MOORE, Mr. Chairman, this amendment proposes to
limit the purchase of materials that enter into the construction
of battleships and to protect the labor in the United States that
creates those materials where such materials can be provided
by our own labor. The rulings of the Treasury Department,
baged on the Panama Canal act, gives certain diseretion to the
departments, and particularly to the Department of the Navy,
in the purchase of materials for the equipment of ships. That
diseretion pertains to the textile industry, for carpets and
hangings must go on the ship; it enters into the glass industry,
because glassware must go on the ships; it enters into the
iron and steel industry, because those two commodities enter
into the construction of the ships, and in faet it enters into
very many elements of labor in this country that ought to be
protected against unfair foreign competition.

The purpose of the amendment is plain—it restricts the
power of the department to the purchase of commodities going
info American ships to American-made goods unless those
commodities can not be obtained within the United States.

Mr. BATHRICK. Mr. Chairman, I do not doubt but that the
Members of the Honse understand the amendment just offered.
If it prevails, it will put us back to where we once were when
the only weapon we had against the Armor-Plate Trust was to
threaten them with competition from Europe.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, there is quite a movement in the
country in favor of “made in Ameriea.” T believe there is a
society or league advocating such a proposition, and I notlced
the other day that various people connected with the Cabinet
were advertised as having joined the movement in favor of
zoods “made in America.” If the Cabinet under this adminis-

tration can join sueh a movement, it seems to me that the]

Nation itself might join such a movement, and considering the
thousands of men out of employment in the country, with the
general feeling on the part of the people of the country that we
ought to patronize ns far as practicable things made by Ameri-
cans in Ameriea, I believe it would be wise and patriotie for this
House to say that it will not authorize the purchase of foreign-
made goods on even terms with Ameriean-made goods. [Ap-
planse on the Republican side.] If we build up the Navy and
spend the millions of dollars which it is proposed to spend here,
that money should be paid to American labor in favor of Ameri-
cans as against the foreigner. The Navy is for the defense of
this country against a foreign attack. TLet us also make it a
weapon to ald American labor in these days of dire distress.
[Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that debate on this amendment be now closed.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman asks upanimous consent
that debate on this amendment and all amendments thereto be
now closed. Is there objection?

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I object. g

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments thereto do now close.

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
Moorg) there were—ayes 64, noes 107.

So the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Thag no Pa-rt of any sum herein appropriated under “ Inerease of the
Navy " shall be used for the payment of any clerical, drafting, inspee-
tion, or messenger service, or for the pay of any of the other elassified
{g;cen_u:bder the various bureaus of the Navy Department, Washing-

Mr. MAXN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. This is another limitation which is in order, and I doubt
not will receive the support of the majority of the House. On
the vote just taken in behalf of American Iabor I notice that
the Republican side of the House voted for it, while the Demo-
cratic side of the House voted unanimeusly against it

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, opposging the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Hlinois, I desire to say that on
the vote taken on the last propesition, which would again put
the trusts of America in the position in which they have been
under Republican administration, enabling them to loot the
Treasnry at the expense of the American people, it is quite
noticeable that the Republicans all voted in favor of the trusts
and the Democrats in favor of the people of the country and of
the Treasury of the country. [Applause on Democratic side.]

Mr, FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the para-

I do not care to say anything on the point | graph

aph.
Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, T move that all debate on
this paragraph and all amendments thereto close in five minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion of the gen-

| tleman from Tennessee that all debate on the paragraph and
‘all amendments thereto close in five minutes.

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to.
Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. The gen-
tleman has no right to make that motion until there has been

| debate on the paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair overrules the point of order and
the gentleman from Illinois is recognized for five minutes.

Mr. FOWLER. Mr, Chairman, the point of order which was
sustained at the instance of the gentleman from Illineis [Mr.
MAnN] struck out practically all of the defense that the Amer-
iean people have against combinations of persons, companies,
and corporations. That paragraph provided that no part of the
appropriations in this bill could be used to purchase structural
materials, armor, or armament from persons, firms, or corpora-
tions who have conspired or combined to monopolize interstate
or foreign commeree or the {rade of the United States, and that
no contracts for the purchase of shipbuilding materials could be
made at a priee in execess of a reasonable profit. This was the
only provision in the bill which stood between the people and
the ravages of the trusts. But when the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. Maxw] interposed his point of order against this
paragraph and the Chair sustained it, then all of the protection
that we have had and all of the progress which we have made
for the last 20 years against the combination of trusts for the
control of trade was stricken out of the Navy appropriation bill.
[Applause on the Democratic side.] The amendment which the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Moore] undertook to insert
in liew of that paragraph practieally gave back to the trusts all
of the great advantages which they had gained heretofore over
the American people in controlling trade. [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

Mr. Chairman, T withdraw my amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

That no part of any sum appropriated by this act shall be used for
any expense of the Navy Department at Washington, D. (., unless
gpecific authority is given by law for such expenditure.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr, Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I =end to the desk. It is the Dbill to establish the
counecil of national defense. I realize that a point of order will
be made against it, and that the point of order will be sus-
tnined; and I ask unanimeus consent, in order that I may not
take up the time of the committee in reading it, that it may be
inserted in the REcorp,

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
against the proposed amendment.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains fhe point of order.
The gentleman from Alabama asks unanimous consent that !t
may be inserted. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The -amendment referred to is as follows;

On page 67, at the end of line 21, add the following as separate
paragraphs :

* There is hereby established a council of national defense, consisting
of the President of the United States, who shall be ex officlo president
of the council ; the Secretary of ftate, who shall preside in the absence
of the President; the Sccretary of War, the Secretary of the Navy, the
chalrman of the Committee on Appropriations of the Senate, the chair-
man of the Committee on Forei telations of the Senate, the chairman
of the Committee on Military Affairs of the Senate, the cﬁairman of the
Committee on Naval Affairs of the Benate, the chalrman of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations of the House of Representatives, the chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House of ﬁeﬁmentatjves,
the chairman of the Commitiee on Military Affairs of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs of the
House of Representatives, the Chief of the General Staff of the Army,
an officer of the N“{ not below the rank of captain to be designated
by the Secretary of the Navy, the president of the Army War College,
and the president of the Navy War College.

“The chairmen of the several committees of the Senate and House of
Representatives herein named shall act as members of the council until
their successors have been selected.

* Baid council shall report to the President, for transmission to Con-
gress, a general policy of national defense and such recommendation of
measures relating thereto as it shall deem necessary and expedient.

‘“.Baid ecouncil shall meet at least once in each calendar year on such
date or dates as it shall fix: ovided, That in time of war sald coun-
cil shall meet only upon the call of the President of the United States:
Provided further, That special meetings may be called by the president
of the council: And provided further, That the council may summon
for consultation at any of its meetings any citizen of the United States,
and upon request by the council the retary of War and the Secretary
of the Navy shall order any officer of the Army, Navy, or Marine Corps
to appear before the council for consultation.

“ For carrying out the purposes of this act there is hereby appropri-
ated, out of any funds in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the
sum of $20,000, to be available untll expended, and to be expended upon
vouchers signed by the president of the councll: Provided, That all
necessary expenses of the chairmen of committees of the denate and
of the House of Representatives, when called to attend meetings of sald
council when Congress is not In session, and the necessary expenses of
all persons summoned shall be paid from this appropriation, upon
approval by the president of the council,”

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee
do now rise and report the bill with the various amendments,
with the recommendation that the amendments be agreed to
and that the bill as amended do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. Hay, Chairman of the Comnitiee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 20975, the
naval appropriation bill, and bad directed him to report the
same back to the House with sundry amendments, with the reec-
ommendation that the amendments be agreed to and that the
bill as amended do pass.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question
upon the bill and all amendments to final passage.

The question was taken, and the previous gquestion was
ordered.

The SPEAKER.
amendment?

Mr, WITHERSPOON. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a separate
vote on the amendment which strikes out the words beginning
with the word “ Provided,” in line 23, on page 28, and ending
with the word *“service,” in line 4, on page 29. I also ask a
separate vote on the amendment striking out the words; begin-
ning on page 29, line 12, “in all cases where he had not before
retirement passed such examination.” The two amendments
have reference to the plucking board and restoration of naval
officers.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask a sep-
arate vote on the amendment striking out line 7, on page 65.

Mr. CURRY. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a separate vote on the
amendment striking out the 16 submarines and reducing the
number to 11.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded on any other
amendment ?

Mr. MANN. I ask a separate vote on the amendment on
page 16, the Hobson amendment.

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded on any other
amendment.

Mr. CURRY. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my request.

Mr, GARDNER. Mr. Speaker, I renew it.

Mr. MANN. What is it?

Mr. GARDNER. The reduction in the number of submarines.

The SPEAKER. If there is no other demand for a separate
vote, the Chair will put them in gross.

The question was taken, and the other amendments were
agreed to.

Is a separate vote demanded on any

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the first amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 16, after the figures in llne 17, Insert:

“Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be expended for
the purchase of armor-piercing shells of 12-inch caliber or larger unless
such shells are found by tests to be able to penetrate 10-inch Kruppized
plate without breaking up when fired with a standard service powder
charge at an actual range of 12,000 yards.”

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced the noes
seemed to have it.

Mr. HOBSON. Division, Mr. Speaker.

The House divided; and there were—ayes 108, noes 79.

Mr, MANN. Mr. Speaker, I ask for tellers.

The SPEAKER. Those in favor of ordering tellers will rise
and stand until counted. [After counting.] Twenty-four gen-
tlemen have risen, not a sufficient number,

So the amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Pages 28 and 29, Line 23, page 28, after the word “board " strike
out “ Provided, That the action in these cases has been examined by the
Naval Committee of the Sixty-third Congress of the House or of the
Senate and elther or both of sald committees have reported or ordered
to be reported favorably to the House or the Senate a bill to transfer
such officer to the active list of the service.”

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced the ayes
seemed to have it.

Mr. WITHERSPOON. Division, Mr. Speaker.

The House divided; and there were—ayes 121, noes 57.

Mr. WITHERSPOON. Mr. Speaker, I ask for tellers.

The SPEAKER. Those in favor of taking this vote by tellers
will rise and stand until they are counted. [After counting.]
Forty-two gentlemen have risen, not a sufficient number.

Mr. HARRISON. The other side.

The SPEAKER. There is no other side to it.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page .29, line 12, strike out the following language :

“In all cases where he had not before retirement passed such ex-
amination.”

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced the noes
seemed to have it.

Mr. STAFFORD and Mr. MANN. I ask for a division.

The SPEAKER. Both the gentleman from Wisconsin and the
gentleman from Illinois demand a division.

The House divided; and there were—ayes 79, noes 75.

Mr. MANN. - Mr, Speaker, I ask for tellers.

The SPEAKER. Those in favor of taking this vote by tellers
will rise and stand until they are counted. [After counting.]
Sixty-three gentlemen have risen, a sufficient number.

Mr. CARLIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the
amendment be ngain reported; we do not understand it.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the amendment will be
again reported.

There was no objection.

The amendment was again reported.

The House again divided; and the tellers (Mr. WITHERSPOON
and Mr. PanceErr) reported—ayes 105, noes 91,

So the amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment.

Mr, GARDNER. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my demand for a
separate vote on the submarine amendment.

Mr. MANN. There is no way of withdrawing it now.

The SPEAKEIR. It can be voted upon now. You will have to
vote on it, because it was not included in the other., The Clerk
will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 64, llne 15, strike out the word * sixteen ™ and insert * cleven.”

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 65, line 7, strike out the line which reads as follows :

“ One hospital ship, to cost not to exceed $2,250,000."

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the
ayes seemed to have it.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Division, Mr. Speaker.

The House divided; and there were—ayes 143, noes 78.

Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.

So the amendment was agreed to.
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~ : Mapes Patten, N. Y. Sherle; Templ
Tlm' SPEAKER. The question is en the engrossment and wﬁer Patton, Pa. smve! Tg:'l ,; Al
third reading of the bill, Mitehell Peters Sinnott Thacher
The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, | Montague Phelan Sloan Thomson, I11,
and was read a third time. ﬁg‘l}e L et i gﬂwﬁuna
Mr. WITHERSPOON. Mr. Speaker— Morgan, Okla.  Post Smith, J. M. C.  Tribble ©
The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman from Mississippi opposed | Moss, W. Va. Powers Smith, Md. Tuttle
to this bill? %}og:] = Ragsdale gmltm. Y. Un;ierhlll
Mr, WITHERSPOON. I certainly am. s e e e Waker
The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman rise? Nolan, I. T, Roberts, Mass, Stephens, Cal. Williams
Mr. WITHERSPOON, I rise to make a motion to recommit | O'Halr Rogers Stevens, Minn.  Winslow
Padgett Rupley Stone Woods
the bill. Pa Mauss. Scott Stringer
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will send the motion to the | Parker, N. J. Scully Talbott, Md.
desk, and the Clerk will report it. Parker, N. ¥. Seldomridge Taleott, N. ?.'
The Clerk read as follows: ANBWEREDSNEI%ESENT i
Mr. WITHERSPOON moves to recommit H. R. 20975 to the Com- q
mittee on Naval Affairs with instructions to torthwith report the bl.ll s F No VOTIIE:E;,’GS' Rauch
back to the House with an amendment striking out the word * two,” A.nth!ﬁny me!y I..'Engl"em Reed
'?I’lhef‘;‘:)flt occurs in line 4, page 64, and Insert the word “one™ in place kv Gallivan Lewis, Pa, Roberts, Nev,
o T R Tl S
Mr., WITHERSPOON. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous | Bartho sille indqu t
question on the motion to recommit with instructions. TR A e s Efgft‘},f‘;ml_ w.
The previous question was ordered, gfmdle e godwln, N. €. melhn g‘tlot\gt
The SPEAKER. The guestion is on the motion to recommit. | Broussa orman e erland
The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the EE%‘L‘E.;J?" b e ﬂﬁiﬂi‘éﬁ’ Okla. gzy Dl:t Ala.
ayes seemed to have it Burke, Pa. Hamilton, N. Y. Madden Taylor, Colo.
Mr. CULLOP. The veas and nays, Mr. Speaker. Sxow i by Aayion, 1, X.
The yeas and nays were ordered. Cary Haugen ondell Vare
Mr., MANN. Mr, Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry, Clancy Ha organ, La. Vinson
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. g‘m'k- oy e e, it g
Mr. MANN. Does anyone want a roll call on the passage ot Co‘},’,e""", uf,;’;ort Neeloy, Xans. . ' Wahh.
the bill? grnc[mser - fhea. W. Va. Igtgt?n "i;n.ltters
The SPEAKER. That is hardly a parliamentary inquiry. e . u "Brien atson
lesh W
The Clerk will call the roll. = ’g"eﬁ“m 4 gl e OB L . S
The question was taken; and there were—yeas 149, unys 165, Eldar §eyiﬂ io P::’ttn;r gﬁm! S
= “ vans or , Fla.
answered “ present " 1, not voting 108, as follows: Faison Kreldgr Prica Wilson, N. Y.
[Roll No. 57.] Fergusson Lafferty Raker Woodrnff
YIAS—149, So the motion to recommit was rejected.
i{t{::i'::rombie Crsn;ton 531'? ﬁgt}g Wis. The Clerk announced the following pairs:
Adamson Cullop Hensley Rubey On the vote:
Aiken Davenport Hill Rucker Mr. SasatH (for one battleship) with Mr. Gmrerr (for two
i}f:: nder geecl;er gnﬂnrd guaué{l battleships).
Ashbrook m&mwn 1 l,fm s:ﬁ: o Mr. BarnHART (for one battleship) with Mr. LaintHICUM (for
Aswell Dies Jacoway Shackleford two battleships).
e P Ictor fi“;‘;fg” A= O Mr. Eyvaxs (for one battleship) with Mr. Larreery (for twa
Eallkzl glxon }Efji : Els??ﬂl o ba%lesgips). . <At ;
Argiey onovan nde. m ) nn. AT, I .
Bartleit Doolittle Kirkpatrick Smith, Tex. bawism‘*m;“ SHOE e DATT SR IDE iy MESNPanes: (op En
Barton Doremus Stafford Ds).
Bell, Ga. hton Konop . Stanley Mr. SvaypEN (for one battleship) with Mr. Sceme (for two
!glat]?kllmn Eagle Lesher S_tedr;an . battleships).
Bt ioie oo pover A St nans, Nebe. Mr. MonpELL (for one battleshipy with Mr. Kexxeoy of
gorl?‘nd Finley a E]lebd %tephensﬁ'rglx. Rhode Island (for tw((; battleships).
rockson Fit oy tevens, N. H. Mr. TaomrsoN of Oklahoma (for one battleship) with Mr.
Brodbeck Flood, Va. Lobieck Su >
Bt Wi Floyd, Ark Melcoliar e GarLLivaN (for two battleships).
Brumbaugh Foster Maguire, Nebr,  Tavenner Until further notice:
Buchanan, Il Fowler Manahan Taylor, Ark. Mr. Epwaeps with Mr. AINEY.
ﬁﬂ;gf.';;m’ P i e ot Do Okl Mr. BrowN of West Virginia with Mr. ANTHONY,
Burke, 8. Dak. Garrett, Tenn. Mulkey Underwood Mr. CARew with Mr, Avis.
ﬁ;g:gg;tq & :é?llintt' Tex. Eﬁlﬁhw‘ Va. f’\;‘aut Mr. CrARK of Florida with Mr. BARTHOLDT.
28, . . ¥
Byrns, Tenn, Goeke Oldfield wea Mr. Dace with Mr. Burke of Pennsylvania.
qiﬁ';;’]i‘mym Goodwin, Avk.  Page, N.C. we b Mr. GEORGE with Mr. CARY.
E€andler, Miss. Fordon I n
Caraway Gray Peterson tﬁu’s My %mmw?t'ilthMMr.DCOWmEf.
Carter Gr Pou Young, h an. Mr. Hagrpy r. N.
Cline Hamlin Prouty Young, Tex. Mr. HaeT with Mr. FEss.
Colller Harris uln Mr. Hay with Mr. FornNEY.
{.gg""“"“"“"- ﬂ:ﬁf{:’"n R:ﬁ:‘iﬁ'n Mr. HELVERING with Mr. Gramam of Pennsylvania.
NAYS—165, Mr. Key of Ohio with Mr, GRIEST.
Anderson Danforth Good Jones Mr, McGruuicuopy with Mr. HAUGEN.
Austin vis Goulden Kahn Mr. MorcaN of Louisiana with Mr. Huenes of West Virginia.
Barehfeld Deitrick Graham, Il Kelster Mr. METz with Mr. HELGESEN.
Rathrick Dershem Green, Towa Kelley, Mich .
Reakes Donohoe Greene, Mass, Kennedy, Conn, Mr. MorrrsoN with Mr. HULINGS.
Britten Doolin Greene, Vt. Kennedy, Towa. Mr. NeeLEY of Kansas with Mr. Joaxson of Utah.
oarnl Mo X Priah o kons Mr. OcLesey with Mr. KREIDER.
BEvau Dﬁ%’:.éer Gﬂﬂf.f’;ey g Mr. O'SHAUNESSY with Mr. LANGHAM.
Bulkley Eagan Hamill Kinkaid Mr. Parmer with Mr. Lewis of Pennsylvania.
R:::rc. Wis. Pl?;.‘ds‘:rillormm E{m:]ﬂton. Mich. in%{?ng. IR, Mr, Price with Mr. LINDQUIST.
Caider Estopinal H:‘;dii _j:ngleye ® Mr. WarsH with Mr. McGuire of Oklahoma,
E:;npllell %‘a{:ghﬁd Hfrﬁs .mn(r;c Mr. Ravca with Mr. MADDEN,
ronee Ses Oy, Mr, REep with Mr. MARTIN.
E:ﬁtl‘;“ p?{:mnr, E[ri.?\ﬁ?.ﬁugh [ﬁﬁ'r},’:t Mr. RorHERMEL with Mr. MoriN.
er X v, proac e e Me, Smon Wi i oay
Anaier, + 3 Mr. TAGGART with Mr. PORTER.
MeAnd .
e P tomrgand %3;’1?2,;, Gao. Meetate Mr. TayLor of Colorado with Mr. RoserTs of Nevada. °
Connolly, Towa  Gardner Humphrey, Wash, MeLaughlin Mr. Vinsox with Mr. SamMuern W. SMITH.
S CorEY %‘},‘;‘EM‘% Iss. MacDanald Mr. Warsox with Mr. SUTHERLAND.
Curry (:ald.fogle Johnson, Wash, Maher Mr, WaiTte with Mr., VARE.
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Mr. Wimsox of Florida with Mr. WaALLIx.

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The guestion is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken, and the bill was passed.

On motion of Mr. PapgerT, & motion to reconsider the vote
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED.

Mr. ASHBROOK, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills
of the following titles, when the Speaker signed the same:

. H.R.20818. An ac{ to authorize the Brunot Island Bridge
Co. to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the back
channel of the Ohio River: and

H. R. 20933. An act extending the time for completion of the
bridge across the Mississippi River at Memphis, Tenn,, author-
ized by an act entitled “An act to authorize the Arkansas &
Memphis Railway Bridge & Terminal Co. to construet, maintain,
and operate a bridge across the Mississippi River at Memphis,
Tenn,,” approved August 23, 1912,

ADJOURNMENT.

Mr. PADGETT. Mr, Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn,

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 7 o'clock and 52
minutes p. m.) the House, under the order previously made,
adjourned until to-morrow, Saturday, February 6, 1915, at 11
o’clock a. m,"

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXTV, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows:

1. Letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, submitting an
estimate of appropriation of $50,000 for the continuation of the
building of the United States post office at Portland, Oreg.
(H. Doe. No. 1558) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

2. Letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, submitting an
estimate of appropriation in the sum of $18,000 for the com-
pletion of post-office building at Portland, Ind., and the sum of
$150,000 for the continuation of the building at New Haven,
Conn. (H. Doe, No. 1559) ; to the Committee on Appropriations
and ordered to be printed.

3. Letter from the Public Utilities Commission, Distriet of
‘Columbia, transmitting balance sheets for the year ended De-
cember 31, 1914, and other information required by the Publie
Utilities Commission of the various utilities under its jurisdie-
tion; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

4. Letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting
copy of a communication of the Secretary of the Interior sub-
mitting an estimate of appropriation to cover cost of franseripts
of evidence before the Quebec Bridge Commission and a set of
drawings in connection therewith (H. Doc. No. 1569); to the
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions were sev-
erally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk, and
referred to the several calendars therein named, as follows:

Mr. LOGUE, from ihe Commiftee on Public Buildings and
Grounds, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 18645) for the
acquisition of additional site and improvements on Federal
post office at Carlisle, Pa., reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 1371), which said bill and report
were referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr. CLARK of Florida, from ithe Commitiee on Public
Buildings and Grounds, to which was referred the bill (H. R.
21230) to increase the limit of cost of the site of a Federal
building at Oakland, Cal, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 1872), which said bill and report
were referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr. BEALL of Texas, from the Committee on the Judiciary,
to which was referred the bill (H. H. 15767) to provide for
the appointment of an additional judge in the fifth judicial cir-
cuit of the United States, reported the same withount amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 1374), which said bill and report
were referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Uuder clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions
were severally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk,
and referred to the Committee of the Whole House, as follows:

Mr. DILLON, from the Committee on Claims, to which was
referred the bill (H. R. 17964) for the relief of Austin G,
Tainter, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a
report (No. 1370), which said bill and report were referred to
the Private Calendar. ‘

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky, from the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 20702)
authorizing the health officer of the Distriet of Columbia to
issue a permit for the removal of the remains of the late Robert
A. Culbertson from Woodlawn Cemetery, District of Columbia,
to Rocky Bpring Cemetery, Chambersburg, Pa., reported the
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1373),
:;thch said bill and report were referred to the Private Calen-

e

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIT, the Committee on Claims was
dai from the consideration of the bill (H. R. 21327) for
the relief of Rittenhouse Moore, receiver of the Mobile Marine
GlDock Co., and the same was referred to the Committee on War

aims,

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXTIT, bills, resolutions, and memorials
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. HAY: A bill (H. R. 21328) making appropriations
for the suppert of the Military Academy for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1916, and for other purposes; to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

By Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts: A bill (H. R. 21329)
to increase the efficiency of the personnel of the Marine Corps;

| to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 3

By Mr. EDMONDS : A bill (H. R. 21330) to provide for the
appointment of a -€hipping board, and to prescribe the duties
thereof; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Figh-
eries. 3

By Mr. FOWLER: A bill (H. R. 21331) to amend an act en-
titled “An act to create a Department of Labor,” by providing
for a bureau of the unemployed ; to the Committee on Labor.

By Mr. LOFT: A bill (H. R. 21332) to provide for the unem-
ployed, strengthen the national defense, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Labor.

By Mr. BRYAN: A bill (H. R. 21333) prohibiting the sale,
disposal, or having for sale, of intoxicating ligunors on railway
trains or on vessels or in certain other places used in connec-
tion with interstate commerce; to the Commitiee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. OLDFIELD: A bill (H. R. 21334) for the relief of
drought and famine sufferers in the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

By Mr. MURDOCK : A bill (H. R. 21335) to establish an en-
tomologieal station at Wellington, Sumner County, Kauns. ; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. CANDLER of Mississippi: A bill (II. R. 2133G) for
prohibition of ‘the liquor traffic in the District of Columbin; to
the Committee on the District of Celumbia.

Also, joint resolution (H. J. Res. 416) to authorize the Com-
mittees on Agriculture of the Senate and House to investi-
gate a system of rural personal credit; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. DOOLITTLE: Joint resolution (IH. J. Res. 417) te
authorize the Committees on Agricnlture of the Benate and
House to investigate a system of rural personal credit; to the
Committee on Rules,

By Mr. TAVENNER: Resolution (H. Res. 724) relative to
pay of clerks of deceased Members; to the Committee on Ac-
counts,

By Mr. STEENERSON: Memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Minnesota, relating to the placing of an embargo on
the exportation of agricultural products; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutiong
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADAIR: A bill (H. R. 21337) granting a pension to
Anna H. Parker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
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Also, a bill (IL. 1. 21388) granting an increase of pension to
Lilborn IRR. B. Gray; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CARR: A bill (H. R. 21330) granting a pension to
Walter 8. Semans; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. FLOYD of Arkansas: A bill (H. R. 21340) granting a
pension to Melissa A. Coop; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr. PAIGE of Massachusetts: A bill (H. R. 21341) grant-
ing a pension to Abbie J. Brigham; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 21342) to correct the military record of
Simon W. Tucker; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. RUPLEY ;: A bill (H. IR, 21343) for the relief of Cath-
arine Jefferson Dunn; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. SUTHERLAND: A bill (H. R. 21344) to amend the
military records in relation to William M. Cheuvront; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. VOLLMER : A bill (IH. R. 21345) granting an increase
of pension to Hannah Kelly ; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. HINDS: A bill (H. R. 21346) to amend and correct
the military record of Willlam Johnson; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. McANDREWS: A bill (H. R. 21347) granting an in-
crease of pension to Edward A. Davenport; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 21348) for the re-
lief of the estate of Mrs. M. A. Morrison; to the Committee on
War Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ASHBROOK: Petition of Coshocton, Ohio, Local
Union, No. 379, United Mine Workers of America, favoring
Kern-Foster bill to extend work of the Bureau of Mines; to the
Committee on Mines and Mining.

By Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin: Petition signed by H. R.
Schiytter, George L. Gates, and other residents of Witten-
berg, Wis., asking that the Burnett immigration bill become a
law, and protesting against House bill 20644, known as the
Fitzgerald bill; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads.

By Mr. BURKE of South Dakota : Petition of sundry citizens
of Highmore, 8. Dak., in favor of House joint resolution 377;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Also, protests of sundry citizens of Avon, Bellefourche, Lead,
Okobojo, and Tripp, all in the State of South Dakota, against
House bill 20644, to amend the postal laws; to the Committee
on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. BUTLER: Memorial of Chester monthly meeting of
Friends, Providence, It. I., protesting against additional prepa-
rations for war, etc., by our Government; to the Committee on
Military Affairs,

By Mr. CRAMTON : Petitions of George J. Mossner, of Gera;
John Lange and 69 others, of Sebewaing; Ludwig Poppeck and
2 others, of Port Hope; Henry Stark, of New Haven; Rev.
F. W. Bublitz and 40 others, of Lapeer; A. H. Sauer and 30
others, of Pigeon; Charles Miller and 51 others, of Sandusky ;
Rev. August Deichmann and 23 others of St. Paul's Evangelical
TLutheran Church, Linkville and vicinity, all in the State of
Michigan, in support of House joint resolution 377, proposing
to prohibit exportation of arms, etc.; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

By Mr. DALE: Petitions of Louisiana State Federation of
Labor; White Rats; Actors Union of New York; and sundry
citizens of Wew York, favoring passage of the immigration bill
over the President's veto; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

Also, petition of Brooklyn Diocesan Union of the Holy Name
Soclety, protesting seainst publication against Catholics being
sent through the mails; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

Also, petition of Electrical Contractors’ Association of New
York, protesting against present postal rates; to the Committee
on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. DANFORTH :. Petition of G. Gaylord Norton and 34
others, of Elba, N. Y., protesting against the passage of House
bill 20644, Fitzgerald amendment to the Post Office appropria-
tion bill; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petitions of G. A. Scharlan and 24 others, of Medina;
Rev. Richard Stave and German-American Alliance, of Roches-
ter, N. Y., favoring passage of resolution to prohibit export of
war material ; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. DRUKKER: Petition of citizens of Passaic, N. J.,
against Fitzgerald bill, giving Postmaster General censorship
(ﬁrerdpubl!catluns; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post

oads.

By Mr. ESCH: Petitions of 33 citizens of New Lisbon and
F. J. Narosky and 80 other citizens of Onalaska, Wis., protest-
ing against the Fitzgerald amendment to the Post Office appro-
i}{ria[tlion bill; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post

oads,

Also, petition of Concordia Aid Soclety, composed of 169 citi-
zens; Frohsinn Singing Society, composed of 105 citizens;
and Eighth Ward Ald Society, composed of 410 citizens, all of
La Crosse, Wis., favoring bill prohibiting export of war mate-
rials; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. FINLEY: Petition of Robert T. Allison, Yorkville,
8. O, relative to national defense; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. FLOYD of Arkansas: Petition of sundry citizens of
the State of Arkansas, favoring appropriation to complete locks
and dams on White River; to the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors.

Also, papers to accompany House bill 21340, granting a pension
to Melissa A. Coop; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, FOWLER : Petition of citizens of Goreville and John-
son County, Ill., against any curtailment of freedom of the
press; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post roads.

By Mr. GARDNER : Memorial of East India Marine Society
and Salem (Mass.) Marine Society, protesting against the pas-
sage of the ship-purchase bill; to the Committee on the Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries,

Also, memorial of eity council of Salem, Mass., favoring pas-
sage of the Hamill bill (H. R. 5139); to the Committee on
Reform in the Civil Service.

By Mr. GOOD: Petition of monthly meeting of Friends, Ban-
gor, Towa, favoring bills designed to protect denominational
names from use in articles of trade; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania: Petitions of Massachu-
setts State Branch, American Federation of Labor, and other
organizations of workers in the United States, favoring passage
of the immigration bill over the President’s veto; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of Otto Benkmann, of Philadelphia, Pa., favor-
ing resolution to prohibit export of war material; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs. X

Also, petition of the Polish-American Citizens' League of
Pennsylvania and Friends of Russian Freedom, protesting
against the passage of the immigration bill; to the Committee
on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island: Petition of Carl J.
Franz, of Ashton, R. I., favoring House joint resolution 877, for-
bidding export of arms; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Also, petition of Providence (RR. I.) Branch of National Asso-
ciation for Advancement of Colored People, against “ jim-
crow " street car bill for District of Columbia; to the Commit-
tee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. KETTNER. Petition of citizens of Olive, Orange,
Anaheim, Riverside, Santa Ana, San Diego, Bishop, Laws, Big
Pine, Chula Vista, and Coronado, all in the State of California,
in behalf of House joint resolution 377; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

Also, resolutions of citizens of Fallbrook, De Luz, and Indio,
Cal.; also from Chambers of Commerce of Los Angeles and
San Diego, Cal., in favor of House joint resolution 344; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. LEWIS of Pennsylvania: Petition of citizens of Ma-
cungie, Pa., protesting against passage of House bill 20644, Fitz-
gerald amendment to the Post Office appropriation bill; to the
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. MADDEN : Petitions of 18,000 citizens of Chicago, Ill.,
protesting against prohibition in the District of Columbia; to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. MOSS of West Virginia: Papers to accompany a bill
to change military record, so as to include the name of Williamn
M. Cheuvront; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. J. I. NOLAN: Petitions of sundry citizens of San
Francisco, Cal., favoring passage of bills to prohibit export of
war material ; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. OLDFIELD: Petitions of citizens of the second con-
gressional district of Arkansas, for construction of lock and
dams on Upper White River in interest of navigation; to the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY : Petition of Arthur Chagnon, Arctie,
R. I., favoring embargo on wheat; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs,
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. Also, petition of Providence (R. I.) Branch National Asso-
ciation for Advancement of Colored People, against the “ Jim
Crow ” law for District of Columbia; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

Also, petition of Rev. Charles A. Tukes, Providence, R. I,
favoring Hamill eivil-service retirement bill; to the Committee
on Reform in the Civil Service.

Also, petition of executve commiittee of the Rhode Island
Bar Association relative to a bill to authorize the Supreme
Court to prescribe forms and rules and generally to regulate
pleading, procedure, and practice on the common-law side of
the Federal courts; to the Commitiee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of I. W. Waterman, of Providence, R. I, against
bill to discontinue issning of stamped envelopes by the Govern-
ment ; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of Providence (R. I.) Central Federated Union,
relative to increased cost of flour; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. PAIGE of Massachusetts: Petition of citizens of Olin-
ton, Mass., favoring House joint resolution 3877, forbidding ex-
port of arms; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. ¥

By Mr. RAKER : Petition of William H. Joyce, of Los Ange-
les, Cal., favoring House joint resolution 844; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

Also, petition of O. F. Dorn, of Chicago Park, Cal., favoring
Honse joint resolution 877, to forbid export of arms; to the
Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts: Evidence in support of
House bill 18025 ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SCOTT: Memorial of numerous citizens of the
eleventh district of Iowa, relative to House joint resolution
377 and similar measures; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs. ‘

Also, petition of citizens of Mapleton, Towa, urging Congress
to invite all nations to join us in a world federation for adjust-
ment of international disputes: to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

Also, petitions of citizens of the State of Towa, favoring pas-
sage of bill to prohibit export of war material; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. SPARKMAN : Petition of Board of Trade of Miami,
Fla., irelatire to a drainage-aid act; to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

By Mr. VOLLMER : Petitions of the Hinsdale (IlL) Lieder-
kranz and T8 American citizens, protesting against the export
of war material; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Saruroay, February 6, 1915,

The Honse met at 11 o'clock a. m.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Help us, O God our Tather, as the days come and go, to dis-
tinguish with more clearness the true and the false, the transient
and the eternal, proving all things, holding fast that which is
good, and build for ourselves a character which shall stand the
test of time and eternity, that we may be worthy of the dignity
Thou didst bestow upon us in creating us after Thine own
image. And blessing and honor and praise be Thine f‘orever.
Amen. ;

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap-
proved.

MUNICIPAL BRIDGE, ST. LOUIS, MO.

Mr. IGOBE. Mr. Speaker, I ask to have the bill H. R. 19424,
an act to extend the time for the completion of the municipal
bridge at St. Louis, Mo., with Senate amendments, taken from
the Speaker's table and laid before the House.

The SPEAKER laid the bill before the House, and the Clerk
read the title to the bill, also the Senate amendments.

Mr. IGOE. Mr, Speaker, I move that the House concur in the
Senate amendments.

The motion was agreed to.

LINCOLN'S BIRTHDAY.

Mr. GOULDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
I may address the House for 10 minutes on Friday next,
February 12, 1915, on Lincoln’s birthday, immediately after the
approval of the Journal on the day celebrated.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
ject, I stated that I would not agree to any general debate that
was not on a bill, but the gentleman from New York, my distin-
guished and honored colleague, was at the Battle of Gettysburg,

and I think we can make an exception to the rule without es-
tablishing a precedent.

Mr. GOULDEN. I thank the gentleman for his kindness and
consideration.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani-
mous consent that he may address the House for 10 minutes on
Lincoln’s birthday, February 12, 1915, immediately after the
reading of the Journal. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, I want to ask unanimous con-
sent to make a statement for a minute. I was here yesterday
afternoon, but on account of sickness in my family I was called
out and could not get back in time to vote on the motion to
recommit the naval appropriation bill. I returned, but too late
to have my vote recorded. If I had been here I would have
voted against the motion to recommit.

Mr. MANN. That statement is wholly improper.

The SPEAKER. The statement is out of order.

CONTRABAND OF WAR.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp by publishing an article
which appeared in the Washington Post of yesterday, written
by John Bassett Moore, on * Contraband of war.”

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Mississippi asks unan-
imous consent to extend his remarks in the Rrcorp by publish-
ing an article written by John Bassett Moore. Is there ob-
jection?

There was no objection.

COLUMBIAN INSTITUTION FOR THE DEAF.
- The Speaker laid before the House the following communica«
on;
Hovse OF REPRESENTATIVES,

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS,
Washington, February &, 1915,
Hon. CaAMP CLARE

Speaker of the House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

MY Dear MR, SPEAKER: 1 hereb{.atender my ation as a director
of the Columbian Institution for the Deaf of the District of Columbia,
Waahjn& D, C., said resignation to take effect immediately,

¥, YOurs,
T. W. Sias,

The resignation was accepted, and the Speaker appointed Mr,
RAKER, of California, to fill the vacancy. -

BEUNDREY CIVIL APPROPRIATION BILL,

Mr. FITZGERALD, Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union for the consideration of the bill H. R. 21318, the

civil appropriation bill; and pending that motion I de-
sire to ask the gentleman from Massachugetts if we can agree
upon a time for general debate. ;

Mr. GILLETT. I will say to the gentleman that I have had
requests on this side for 8 hours and 45 minutes, which I would
like to grant.

Mr. FITZGERALD. hat does the gentleman say to two
hours on a side? ]

Mr. GILLETT. I do noft think that would be a reasonable
tfime; that would not take care of the requests of members of
the committee,

Mr. FITZGERALD. Would the gentleman be willing to
agree to three hours on a side?

Mr. GILLETT. We will iry to get along with that.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Then, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that there be six hours of general debate, three hours
to be controlled by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr,
Girrert] and three hours by myself.

The SPEAKER. Pending the motion, the gentleman from
New York asks unanimous consent that general debate on this
bill be limited to six hours, one half to be confrolled by himself
and the other half by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Grurerr]. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. Crisp in
the chair,

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration of
the bill of which the Clerk will read the title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 21818) making appropriations for sun clvil ex<
feue- of ghe Govemme:gt for thg ﬁgl ;?gar ending June go?nns, and
'or other purposes.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with,
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